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FAIR LABOR ASSOCIATION’S 2005 ANNUAL PUBLIC REPORT 
Executive Summary  
The Fair Labor Association (FLA) is a multi-stakeholder initiative that promotes 
international labor standards and provides an unprecedented level of detailed reporting 
on companies’ efforts to improve workplaces.  
The 2005 Annual Public Report is the third Annual Public Report published by the FLA. It 
provides the public with an impartial, in-depth view into the actions of 28 companies 
during 2004 to improve working conditions in the roughly 3,800 factories where they 
produce around the world. The 2005 Annual Public Report, together with the FLA 
Tracking Charts – which are detailed reports from FLA unannounced monitoring visits to 
FLA company supplier factories – provide macro- and micro-level views of companies’ 
labor compliance activities and represent the most comprehensive body of independent 
reporting published to date on companies’ efforts to promote adherence to international 
labor standards.  By reading about a company’s labor compliance program and perusing 
its factory monitoring reports, concerned consumers or shareholders can gain valuable 
perspective into a company’s approach to improving factory conditions.  
The FLA 2005 Annual Public Report differs from other reports in that it includes a wide 
range of companies – large and small, with diverse suppliers producing goods ranging 
from apparel and footwear to class rings and imprinted logoed checks.  It strives to 
report on their activities in an objective and consistent manner. 
The 2005 Annual Public Report includes: 
 Foreword by Mary Robinson, a former UN Commissioner for Human Rights and 
former President of Ireland 
 Updated progress reports on companies’ labor compliance programs for  
 15 Participating Companies, an increase of 50% over last year 
 13 Category B University Licensees 
 Accreditation reports of six company labor compliance programs 
 An overview of the FLA’s findings from its independent external monitoring (IEM) 
visits to companies’ supplier factories around the world  
 Case studies of third party complaints submitted to the FLA during 2004–2005 
 Highlights of FLA Special Projects  
 A feature report on the impact of the MFA phase-out on global labor standards, with 
particular focus on labor rights in China. 
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Please access the FLA’s website, http://www.fairlabor.org/2005report, to read the entire 
2005 Annual Public Report.  The FLA detailed reports on its independent external 
monitoring visits on a factory-by-factory basis, called FLA tracking charts, can be found 
at http://www.fairlabor.org/all/transparency/reports.html.
Highlights of Main Sections 
Compliance Programs of FLA-Affiliated Companies 
The 2005 Annual Public Report provides detailed reports on the efforts of 28 companies 
during 2004 to improve the working conditions of factories where they produce around 
the world.  FLA-affiliated companies agree to adopt the FLA Workplace Code of Conduct, 
which is based on the core labor standards of the International Labor Organization 
(ILO), in the manufacture of their products as a condition for participating in the FLA.  
Participation in the FLA also requires companies to establish an internal compliance 
program throughout their supply chains. This includes internal monitoring and 
remediation of instances of noncompliance, and various activities to ensure that the 
Code is implemented.   
In the 2005 Annual Public Report, individual company reports are arranged in two 
categories, Participating Companies and Category B University Licensees.  The structure 
for each category differs slightly, reflecting differences in FLA requirements.  Every 
report provides: 
 An overview of the company -- its size, applicable brands, the number and 
location of facilities, and monitoring visits; 
 A description of the staff and program responsible for promoting the FLA Code of 
Conduct; and 
 Specific program activities outlining the company’s particular approach to labor 
compliance and, in some cases, developments in the company’s program since 
the previous FLA Annual Public Report. 
Participating Company reports also include: 
 A summary of FLA independent external monitoring in factories where a 
company produces; and  
 Accreditation reports of the compliance programs of six Participating Companies. 
Participating Companies commit to implement the FLA Code of Conduct in factories 
throughout their supply chains.  All fifteen companies in this category included in the 
report are apparel and footwear companies or retailers with their own-label apparel.  
They range in size from major publicly traded multinational companies to small, private 
companies.  The Participating Companies included in the 2005 Annual Public Report are: 
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1) adidas-Salomon 
2) Eddie Bauer  
3) GEAR For Sports  
4) Gildan Activewear 
5) Liz Claiborne   
6) New Era Cap 
7) Nike
8) Nordstrom  
9) Outdoor Cap 
10) Patagonia  
11) Phillips-Van Heusen
12) PUMA 
13) Reebok 
14) Top of the World  
15) Zephyr-Graf-X 
In 2004, six Participating Companies (adidas-Salomon, Eddie Bauer, Liz Claiborne, Nike, 
Phillips-Van Heusen, and Reebok Apparel) completed their initial implementation period 
for requirements set forth by the FLA and in the Monitoring Plan each company 
submitted upon entering the FLA.  In recognition of this achievement, the compliance 
programs of these six companies were accredited by the FLA. 
Category B Licensees commit to implement the FLA Code of Conduct in the factories 
where they produce licensed goods for FLA College or University Affiliates.  The thirteen 
companies in this category included in the report produce a range of collegiate products 
ranging from apparel to paper products to commemorative jewelry. The Category B 
Licensees included in the FLA’s 2005 Annual Public Report are:   
1) American Pad and Paper, LLC 
2) Commemorative Brands, Inc. 
3) Cutter & Buck, Inc.  
4) Drew Pearson Marketing 
5) Global Accessories, Inc. 
6) Herff Jones, Inc. 
7) Jostens, Inc. 
8) MBI, Inc. 
9) Oxford Industries, Inc. 
10) Riddell, Inc. 
11) Russell Athletic 
12) Twins Enterprise, Inc. 
13) VF Corporation 
FLA Independent External Monitoring 
In 2004, the FLA conducted unannounced independent external monitoring (IEM) visits 
to 94 facilities worldwide, representing at least 3.3 percent of each affiliated company’s 
applicable factory base in high-risk regions.  The FLA uses independent external 
monitoring (IEM) to assess company compliance with FLA obligations.  The FLA selects 
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the monitors, and does not give companies or factories advance notice of the time or 
location of these monitoring visits.   
The 2004 IEMs were conducted in 18 countries, with the greatest number occurring in 
East Asia (31) and the Americas (26); followed by South East Asia (19); South Asia (15); 
and Europe, the Middle East, and Africa (EMEA) (3).   
Figure 1: FLA IEMs in 2004 – Regional Distribution 
Americas (Brazil, 
Dominican Republic, 
El Salvador, 
Honduras,  Mexico, 
Peru, USA), 26
East Asia (China, 
Hong Kong, Korea, 
Macau), 31
Southeast Asia 
(Indonesia, Thailand, 
Vietnam), 19
South Asia 
(Bangladesh, India, 
Sri Lanka), 15 EMEA (Turkey), 3
FLA companies are obligated to conduct internal monitoring and remediate 
noncompliances found in its supply chain.  The FLA process requires companies to work 
with their suppliers to develop a remediation plan within 60 days, at which point the 
company must report the correction of the issue back to the FLA.  The FLA evaluates the 
company’s remediation plan, advises it on necessary actions, collects evidence, and, 
when deemed necessary by FLA staff, conducts a follow-up visit to verify that the 
company has taken the necessary steps to remediate the noncompliance issue.   
The 2005 Annual Public Report examines the results of 88 of the 94 IEM visits that were 
conducted in 2004 (full information on the remaining six was not available at the time of 
publication).  Overall, 1,603 noncompliance issues were observed by monitors and 
reported to the FLA in the context of the 88 IEMs.  Most of the instances of 
noncompliance (44.0 percent) corresponded to FLA Code benchmarks associated with 
the Health and Safety Code element; followed by Wages and Benefits; Hours of Work; 
and Overtime Compensation combined (27.5 percent); Code Awareness (9.1 percent); 
Harassment or Abuse (5.1 percent); Freedom of Association (4.0 percent); 
Nondiscrimination (2.9 percent); Forced Labor (2.5 percent); Child Labor (1.5 percent); 
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and Miscellaneous (3.5 percent).    It is important to note that noncompliance with a 
benchmark associated with a Code Element may reflect a technical violation regarding a 
labor compliance process rather than a substantive violation of a labor standard. 
Figure 2: FLA 2004 IEM Findings by Code Element 
Third Party Complaints 
The FLA’s Third Party Complaint procedure enables any person or organization to report 
to the FLA allegations of significant and/or persistent patterns of noncompliance, or an 
individual incident of serious noncompliance, with the FLA Workplace Code of Conduct in 
production facilities of FLA-affiliated companies.  It functions as a safety valve to ensure 
that workers in FLA-applicable factories have recourse to address labor rights abuses.  A 
key part of the procedure is the remediation process to address the problem and 
prevent future instances of noncompliance.   
The 2005 Annual Public Report provides case studies of two third party complaints that 
were brought before the FLA since the previous Annual Public Report.  The case studies 
illustrate the challenges protecting worker rights and ensuring Code compliance around 
the world and the possibilities for multi-stakeholder solutions.  The two case studies 
relate to (1) a facility owned and operated by Gildan in Honduras; and (2) a facility 
contracted by Nike in Thailand, with both cases concerning the right to freedom of 
association.
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Special Projects 
The FLA has developed a number of special projects to help address systemic 
noncompliance issues that have proven particularly difficult to remediate on a factory-
by-factory basis. The projects seek to involve a wide range of stakeholders in testing 
and introducing new strategies to improve Code compliance.  The Special Projects 
described in the 2005 Annual Public Report fall into three categories: 
 Projects that test approaches to address the root causes of noncompliance. The 
focus areas of pilot projects under this category include: hours of work in China; 
labor relations and human resource management systems; discrimination, 
harassment, abuse, and freedom of association in Central America’s maquila 
sector; and freedom of association.  
 Projects that entail collaboration with other multi-stakeholder initiatives.  In this 
regard, the Report describes the work of the Joint Initiative on Corporate 
Accountability and Workers’ Rights (Jo-In).   
 Projects that address strategic compliance issues in FLA company supply chains 
such as the Soccer project, which focuses on compliance concerns in the 
manufacture of soccer products.  
The Expiration of the Multi-Fibre Arrangement (MFA) and Its Consequences 
for Global Labor Standards 
A special chapter in the Report that explores how the end of the quota system in textile 
and clothing (T&C) trade under the Multi-Fibre Arrangement (MFA) in particular, and 
geographic shifts in production more generally, might affect labor rights – both in 
individual countries and world-wide – and the FLA response to this new environment. 
This is a very important topic because when the quotas were eliminated on January 1, 
2005, many foresaw a “doom-and-gloom” scenario, in which U.S. and EU markets would 
be flooded by cheap Chinese imports, while hundreds of thousands of workers lost their 
jobs in countries that could no longer compete with China.  
The chapter argues that, contrary to popular belief, China is not the cheapest location.  
China’s export strength goes beyond nominal wage costs and to additional factors such 
as a large and acquiescent labor force, an undervalued currency, government 
investment in the industry, near self-sufficiency in the raw materials required for textile 
production, advanced business networks, and good shipping connections.  China 
provides an example of a country characterized by both widespread non-observance of 
the labor law and increasing efforts to improve standards.  
 The inconsistent enforcement of labor law has left certain sectors and groups of 
workers exposed to abuses.  
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 China adopted a general Labor Law in 1994 and more recently promulgated two 
pieces of legislation that could facilitate the development of democratic structures to 
represent workers in consultations and negotiation, although its legal structure still 
limits freedom of association. 
The FLA and its constituents are actively engaged in ensuring compliance with the FLA 
Workplace Code in China.  The requirements in China are the same as anywhere else: 
install the code, make workers and managers aware of it, conduct regular internal 
monitoring to identify and address compliance issues, and submit to independent 
external monitoring of a random sample of factories to check whether the compliance 
system is working.
With the manufacturing center-of-gravity shifting to China, many commentators 
conclude that the “race to the bottom” in terms of labor standards has accelerated. This 
conclusion appears to be too hasty, for a number of reasons. 
 First, FLA monitoring results show that China is no closer to the bottom than a 
number of other sourcing destinations.  
 Second, whereas a number of the other key sourcing countries or regions are 
characterized by defunct or failed systems of regulation, the Chinese government is 
still actively seeking to improve its system of labor market regulation and labor law 
enforcement.  
China is likely to continue to take measures to improve labor relations and working 
conditions.  According to the chapter’s authors, that is not to say that the measures will 
all be implemented or effective, nor that the movement will all be forward. The history 
of the opening-up process in China has been one of experimentation and innovation in 
the economic realm, coupled with extreme prudence in the political realm. All the 
indications are that this remains the course chosen by the authorities. If so, there is 
likely to be further controversy about the pace and direction of political change, even if 
the economic changes continue to progress. 
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Human and labor rights are becoming more central both to corporate social 
responsibility, and around the issue of corporate governance itself.  If the 1990s 
could be described as the decade of business reaction and defensiveness to 
growing tides of NGO criticism, then the current decade might be the one in 
which we see business take a more pro-active role in seizing the opportunities 
and responsibilities that global citizenship brings. 
 
Interestingly, much corporate social responsibility work around the world makes 
no reference at all to international human rights standards.  Therefore it is 
difficult to draw comparisons between different companies, different countries, 
or communities, and the impacts such approaches can have on the many 
different issues that comprise the social dimension of sustainable development.  
The one major exception has been the focus on sourcing, where many “supply 
chain” codes of conduct now make a direct reference to the core conventions of 
the International Labor Organization (ILO) as well as to the United Nations 
Convention on the Rights of the Child.   
 
One of the institutions recognized internationally as a leader in instrumentalizing 
codes of conduct to promote international labor standards and improve working 
conditions worldwide is the Fair Labor Association (FLA).  The FLA combines the 
efforts of participating companies, licensees, universities and consumer, labor, 
and human rights groups to create real change for millions of factory workers 
around the globe.  The FLA works to increase and sustain factory compliance 
with its Workplace Code of Conduct, which is based on the core labor standards 
of the ILO.  The FLA’s system of independent monitoring, remediation, and 
verification; its third party complaint procedure; and its special projects focus on 
finding sustainable solutions to workplace human rights issues throughout the 
world.  Its public reporting provides consumers and shareholders with credible 
information to make responsible buying decisions. 
 
As part of its commitment to transparency, for the last three years the FLA has 
made available to the public an annual report and a sophisticated database of 
information on company compliance practices and remediation efforts.  The 2005 
Annual Public Report is the latest example.  The 2005 report documents the 
efforts of FLA participating companies during 2004 to implement comprehensive 
compliance programs, including internal monitoring and remediation, throughout 
their supply chains relying on the FLA Workplace Code of Conduct.  The Factory 
Tracking Charts provide another source of information for the FLA’s independent 
external monitoring of factories producing for participating companies and the 
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findings of monitors and remediation efforts undertaken by companies.  Both of 
these documents are posted on the FLA website.   
 
I commend the FLA for its continued role in promoting adherence to international 
labor standards and improvement of working conditions worldwide.  I invite 
those who share these objectives to read the FLA 2005 Annual Public Report and 
to take stock of the important achievements of this organization and of the 
challenges ahead. 
 
Mary Robinson 
President, Realizing Rights: the Ethical Globalization Initiative 
 
 
Mary Robinson, a former United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights 
(1997 to 2002) and the first female President of Ireland (1990 to 1997), founded 
the Ethical Globalization Initiative in 2002.  Since 2004, she has taught 
international human rights at Columbia University.  Ms. Robinson’s prominence in 
the field of human rights and poverty issues has led to numerous distinctions and 
honorary awards including the Indira Gandhi Peace Prize. 
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What does this report contain?  
 
This is the third Annual Public Report published by the Fair Labor Association (FLA). The 
Fair Labor Association is a multi-stakeholder initiative that promotes international labor 
standards and provides an unprecedented level of detailed reporting on companies’ 
efforts to improve workplaces.  This report provides an objective analysis of the 
activities of FLA participating companies’ and collegiate licensees’ compliance programs 
performed in 2004.  It discusses the implications for global labor standards in the 
expiration of the MFA, the international agreement that ended quotas for textile and 
apparel trade.  
 
The report also provides the public with an impartial, in-depth view into what 28 diverse 
companies have done in the past year to improve the working conditions in the factories 
around the world where they produce goods ranging from apparel and footwear, to 
class rings and imprinted logoed checks.  The 2005 Public Report complements the FLA 
Tracking Charts, which are detailed reports from FLA monitoring visits to FLA company 
supplier factories.  Together, these macro- and micro-level views of companies’ labor 
compliance activities represent the most comprehensive body of independent reporting 
published to date on companies’ efforts to promote adherence to international labor 
standards.  By perusing a company’s factory monitoring reports and reading about its 
labor compliance program, a concerned consumer or shareholder can gain valuable 
perspective into a company’s approach to improving factory conditions.  
 
This report includes:  
 
 A feature report on China and the impact of the MFA phase-out on labor rights: 
the FLA’s approach to it, and the challenges it poses  
 Updated progress reports on companies’ labor compliance programs  
o 15 Participating Companies  
o 13 Category B University Licensees 
 Accreditation reports of six company labor compliance programs 
 An overview of the FLA’s findings from its independent external monitoring (IEM) 
visits to companies’ supplier factories around the world  
 Case studies of third party complaints submitted to the FLA during 2004–2005  
 Highlights of the FLA Special Projects 
 
 
While the FLA must continue to make improvements in public reporting, the association 
is confident that its efforts to push the boundaries in its field will ultimately contribute to 
more rigorous systems for corporate accountability and improved conditions for workers 
around the world.  We look forward to continued exploration of ways to improve 
workplace conditions and communicate companies’ activities to the public.  
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Who should use this report?  
 
Consumers and shareholders who seek to make educated buying decisions  
This report can be useful for consumers interested in learning more about companies 
that are committed to international labor standards.  After a review of a particular 
company’s section, a consumer or shareholder will have additional information about the 
products he/she is buying or wearing in order to make a better informed choice.   
 
Other companies seeking to learn from good practices in labor compliance 
By providing examples of good practice, the FLA aims to raise the bar for company 
compliance with labor standards internationally.  Companies within the FLA adopt 
different approaches to challenging situations, and the Public Report offers other 
companies the opportunity to benefit from some of these experiences.  
 
Researchers and others seeking reliable information 
The FLA strives to provide credible, independently-verified information about company 
labor compliance activities.  This report offers a broad view of companies’ activities by 
bringing together information collected through factory monitoring visits, audits at 
participating company headquarters, company self-reporting, and analysis of third party 
complaints.   
 
 
What should I keep in mind when reading this report? 
 
Different companies have different needs and resources 
The FLA does not believe that there is any single approach to addressing problems in 
factories internationally.  The size of a company, where it does business, the complexity 
of its supply chain, and other factors influence the approach a company takes to 
ensuring compliance with international labor standards.  For this reason, direct 
comparisons or the application of a single labor compliance model may not necessarily 
prove helpful in designing or evaluating a company’s compliance program.   
 
Systems lead to sustainable compliance  
Over time we have learned that it is only once we address the root causes of 
noncompliance that sustainable solutions can be found. Therefore, we have 
moved to a reporting approach that has a greater focus on companies' progress 
in systematically addressing serious or persistent noncompliance issues. 
 
The issues addressed here are global and pervasive 
The global challenges facing workers and their advocates are overwhelming.  The FLA is 
working to address these challenges using a model of cooperation, monitoring, 
remediation, and public reporting.  We look forward to continued experimentation and 
shared learning with the diverse group of people working to improve the lives of workers 
around the world.  
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II. 2005 FEATURE ISSUE 
 
THE EXPIRATION OF THE MULTI-FIBRE ARRANGEMENT (MFA) AND ITS 
CONSEQUENCES FOR GLOBAL LABOR STANDARDS  
 
By Auret van Heerden and Dorothée Baumann 
 
The expiry of the Multi-Fibre Arrangement (MFA) in December 2004 heralded the 
end of the quota system that had governed global trade in apparel for over forty 
years.  Apparel industry analysts predicted that the elimination of the quota 
system would lead to a shift of production to China and other countries where 
production costs -- and labor standards -- are low.  Labor rights commentators 
warned that such shifts would put pressure on other countries to reduce the 
degree of labor law enforcement in order to encourage or retain investors and 
buyers. This would be to the detriment of labor standards and working 
conditions globally. 
 
In this Chapter we explore how the end of the quota system in textile and 
clothing (T&C) trade in particular, and geographic shifts in production more 
generally, will affect labor rights – both in individual countries and world-wide – 
and how the FLA should respond to this new environment. Specifically, we seek 
to address the following question: has the increase in the percentage of market 
share achieved by China led to an improvement or a decline in the respect for 
labor rights in China and other countries? 
 
The Chapter is structured as follows.  In the first section, we provide some 
background information on the MFA, some early statistics on trade patterns after 
the end of the MFA, and a discussion of the factors responsible for China’s ascent 
in the T&C market.  In the second section, we assess the consequences of the 
MFA phase-out for labor rights.  Based on the FLA’s on-the-ground work 
experience in China we will present an assessment of the situation in that 
country that attempts to capture the many facets of its complex labor rights 
environment. In the third section we discuss the role of the FLA in China, 
emphasizing changes in FLA monitoring methodology and how that methodology 
might be relevant in analyzing changes in worker rights in China. 
 
BACKGROUND ON THE MFA 
International trade in textiles and clothing has been “managed” in one way or 
another since 1961. The system of quotas began with the Short-term Cotton 
Arrangement, which was followed by the Long-term Cotton Arrangement and 
then by the Multi-Fibre Arrangement (MFA).   
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The MFA, which came into being in 1974, allowed the USA, Canada, and 
European countries to impose quantitative restrictions on T&C imports of cotton, 
wool, or man-made fiber when they caused, or threatened to cause, serious 
damage to the industry of the importing country.  It was motivated principally by 
the fear of the industrialized nations that their national T&C industries would be 
adversely affected or wiped-out by the growing competition from (low-cost) 
developing countries.  The MFA allowed importing countries to negotiate bilateral 
agreements with individual supplying countries setting quantitative limits (quota 
levels) on specific categories of T&C exports.  The system of bilateral trade 
agreements and specific quota limits pursuant to the MFA allowed industrialized 
countries to manage the risk to their domestic T&C industries.  
Although the MFA was originally intended to be a transitional arrangement that 
permitted countries to depart temporarily from the laws of the international 
trading system (e.g., the most-favored-nation principle, the principle of no 
quantitative restrictions) in order to allow structural adjustment in the 
industrialized countries, very little was done in this regard by importing countries, 
and by exporting countries for that matter, during the thirty-year existence of the 
agreement.  Thus, when the MFA regime expired on December 31, 2004, both 
importing and many exporting countries were unprepared for quota-free trade. 
For over thirty years the pattern of investment and trade in the T&C sector was 
strongly determined (some would say skewed) by the MFA.  It led to increased 
investment in countries that had little or no comparative advantage in T&C 
production, such as Bangladesh, the Dominican Republic, Honduras, the 
Maldives, and Sri Lanka. That investment often involved quota-seeking 
enterprises from highly competitive countries that had exhausted their own 
quotas (such as Hong Kong, Korea, and Taiwan) and were seeking new export 
platforms for T&C products, although it also had the effect of creating some local 
garment production.  In Bangladesh, for example, the export garment industry 
grew from nothing in 1970 to a peak of some 3,000 locally-owned factories in 
1999 that employed more than 1.5 million workers (mainly women), which 
accounted for over 75 percent of the country’s total exports. This had a major 
effect on Bangladesh society, drawing young women out of the home and into 
wage employment for the first time. The growth of the industry was so rapid it 
outstripped the available infrastructure and regulatory mechanisms. Many of the 
factories were improvised facilities in commercial buildings not designed for 
industrial production, with workers often unprotected by basic labor laws. There 
have been a series of highly unfortunate fires, and most recently a building 
collapse, that can be directly traced to the unregulated growth of the industry 
and the lack of adequate labor inspection. In this sense the allocation of quota 
sometimes produced situations in which workers’ rights and working conditions 
were neglected in the rush to fill export quotas. 
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In 1995, after the conclusion of the Uruguay Round Agreements the year before, 
the members of the WTO agreed that the MFA would be phased out and a 10-
year, four-phase transitional program was specified in the Agreement on Textiles 
and Clothing (ATC).   At first sight, it appeared that the developing countries 
would gain from this liberalization process in T&C trade, given their competitive 
advantage over the industrialized countries in labor-intensive sectors. The 
developing countries had campaigned strongly for the abolition of the MFA on 
the grounds that the system of quotas restricted their development.  For 
example, the International Textiles and Clothing Bureau (ITCB), an alliance of 
developing country T&C producers, endorsed IMF and World Bank research that 
showed that MFA quotas were costing developing countries over $20 billion 
dollars a year in export earnings and that some 27 million jobs could have been 
generated in developing countries had T&C sectors not been restrained.i  
However, as the expiry date drew closer, many developing countries started to 
view the prospect of trade free of quotas as a threat to their industries and 
campaigned for the continuation of the quota system in some form.  Textile and 
Clothing Associations from over 70 countries signed the Istanbul Declaration in 
March 2004 that argued that the entry of China into the WTO and its rise as an 
exporting nation altered the rationale for the elimination of T&C quotas and 
called for their extension to 2007.ii  
 
The reality is that neither developed nor developing countries used the 10-year 
MFA phase-out period to adjust.  This meant that they faced the open trade 
system that came into effect on 1 January 2005 with largely the same T&C 
industry that they had under the old quota system.  As a result, most of the 
countries involved in T&C trade were not equipped to respond to the new 
competitive environment, especially the rise of China as the dominant producer. 
Countries that had always competed on price were still located in the price-
sensitive segments of the market and hence exposed to new levels of 
competition from previously quota-constrained countries. Too few countries 
developed new capacities and attributes to enable them to compete for higher 
value-added business, where they would face less competition from lower-cost 
producers. This was especially true of the countries bordering the US and EU 
markets, where producers could exploit their proximity to market to the full by 
producing high-fashion (and high value-added), time-sensitive items. 
 
When the quotas were finally eliminated on January 1, 2005, many foresaw a 
“doom-and-gloom” scenario, in which US and EU markets would be flooded by 
cheap Chinese imports, while hundreds of thousands of workers lost their jobs in 
countries that could no longer compete with China.  By the end of the first 
quarter of 2005, several alarming statistics started to surface that suggested that 
imports from China had indeed surged.  These statistics strengthened calls for 
authorities to act to curb imports by invoking the temporary safeguard 
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mechanism provided for in the agreement governing China’s accession to the 
WTO which allows WTO Member Governments to restrain imports in specific 
categories in case of “market disruption” caused by Chinese exports of textile 
products. This safeguard mechanism lasts until the end of 2008.iii The EU and US 
announced measures to curb imports of certain categories of Chinese textile and 
clothing products from mid-2005. The expectation of curbs led many buyers and 
suppliers to accelerate orders by working longer hours than usual. Having 
worked themselves to the limit for six months, many Chinese exporters then 
ground to a halt as the quota limits were reached. The result was that workers 
who had worked excessive overtime were then laid-off as orders stopped.iv  
It may still be too early to draw conclusions about the validity of EU and US 
actions to curb Chinese imports, but a number of observations are worth making. 
The first concerns the market threat posed by Chinese imports. Influential 
lobbies in the United States and Europe claimed that their markets had been 
swamped by Chinese products and they therefore called for safeguard measures 
to contain the increase of Chinese exports. But had there been a “flood” of 
imports? While there was undoubtedly a surge in imports from China, the 
increases came off low bases since China had previously been constrained in 
many key categories. Further, the surge did not necessarily mean that there was 
significantly more product entering the US and EU markets.  Rather, it meant 
that Chinese products had displaced other exporters, that is, other exporting 
countries had lost market share to China.  Although imports from China have 
increased, EU data show that over all, EU clothing imports shrank 9.7 percent in 
the first five months of 2005, compared with the same period a year earlier.v In 
the light of those figures it might well be that the import curbs were not justified, 
at least in strict economic terms. Overall imports of clothing and textiles into the 
United States did rise nearly 10.8 percent in the first six months of 2005, 
compared with 2004. Imports from China grew 57.7 percent, mainly at the 
expense of those from Mexico, South Korea, Taiwan, and Japan.   
 
The second observation concerns the target group the measures are meant to 
protect. The market or product segments in which China (and other developing 
countries) compete have largely moved offshore in recent years and very few 
developed country companies still produce those products at home.  Curbing 
imports is therefore not likely to bring production back to the US or EU. By 
imposing limits on imports from China, the authorities forced importers to shift 
production to other developing countries. Supply may be temporarily disrupted, 
but sources would eventually be found elsewhere and those products imported in 
any case. This begs the question – if the restrictive measures imposed on China 
were not protecting US and EU jobs, who were they trying to protect, and what 
were they trying to achieve?  
 
2005 Annual Public Report 
 
7
The logic may well have been political rather than economic, since the main 
export and job losses following the phase-out of the MFA have not been in 
Europe or the United States, but in other developing countries. There is still 
significant production of low value-added commodity items in countries like 
Mexico, Honduras, the Dominican Republic, Morocco, Turkey, Tunisia, and some 
Eastern European countries -- countries where the export garment industry is a 
major source of employment and foreign-exchange earnings. Any decline in that 
industry in those countries would potentially lead to increased immigration 
pressure on the US and the EU and increased demands for development aid.  
 
The only way to protect the Textile-Clothing-Footwear (TCF) export industries of 
countries bordering the US and EU in the longer term is to equip them to cater to 
higher value-added production that exploits their proximity to market. In other 
words, while Mexico cannot compete with China on price in the manufacture of 
commodity items for the US market, it could compete on high-fashion items 
where time-to-market is vital. The same applies to Morocco and Tunisia with 
respect to the EU market. These countries are all closer to main markets than 
China and other cheaper Asian producers and they will fare best when catering 
to product sectors where response time is the major factor. 
 
The countries that enjoy proximity to large markets, however, have generally not 
invested in the quick-turn, flexible production systems necessary to capture the 
high-fashion niche market. They have also not developed the skill and 
technology to produce high-value added, non-commodity items (such as suits, 
for example). Instead, they have remained stuck in the assembly and commodity 
end of the value chain, where price is the dominant factor. The reasons for their 
lack of adjustment and specialization are complex, but the fact that they did not 
make the necessary adjustments despite the ten-year transition period provided 
by the ATC makes it questionable whether they could make the shift in the next 
two or three years (the time-frame in which the US and EU can impose special 
safeguard measures on imports from China). Many T&C exporters were never 
sufficiently competitive and failed to develop their competitive advantages, partly 
because quota guaranteed them orders and market share. The end of the quota 
system only served to reveal those existing shortcomings, and as such it is not 
the sole source of their present difficulties.  
 
It was predicted that as soon as quotas lapsed, production would go to the 
lowest cost production platforms.  Contrary to popular belief, China is not the 
cheapest location, and the country’s competitive edge does not depend on low 
wages alone.vi To understand China’s export strength one has to look beyond 
nominal wage costs and examine additional factors that add up to their 
competitiveness. China possesses a number of favorable characteristics.  
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 China’s labor force is not only inexpensive but also highly productive and 
large.  
 Low production costs are bolstered by an undervalued currency.  
 The Chinese government has strongly favored the textile and apparel 
industries, steadily investing in these areas.  
 China benefits as well from near self-sufficiency in the raw materials required 
for textile production, and the large textile industry provides the clothing 
sector with significant advantages in lead times and cost.  
 China also enjoys advanced business networks and good shipping 
connections.  
 
To be sure, China has benefited from the end of the quota system.  But the 
reasons for its dominant position in the global marketplace can neither be 
explained by the end of the quota system nor by wage levels. 
 
THE PHASE-OUT OF THE MFA AND WORKER RIGHTS 
The FLA’s main concern is respect for labor rights and the question that we are 
grappling with concerns the impact on workers rights of the shifts in trade and 
production described above. The FLA Board of Directors has adopted a resolution 
expressing its concern over the implications for labor rights of the end of quotas 
and has discussed guidelines that companies can follow in preparing for, or 
dealing with, the results of production shifts. The resolution states: 
“The FLA Board urges FLA companies to adopt guidelines to ensure they 
fulfill their commitment to manage shifts in sourcing in a manner 
consistent with the FLA Charter, [FLA Workplace Code of Conduct] Code, 
and national law…” 
 
The FLA was also a founding member of the MFA Forum, a multi-stakeholder 
group established to understand and address the consequences of the phase-out 
of the MFA. 
 
A Race to the Bottom? 
Countries have reacted differently to the end of the MFA quota system. At least 
two strategies can be identified. The first is sometimes described as “the race to 
the bottom,” in which countries lower their labor standards in order to attract 
investment and orders. The reasoning is that lower labor standards and lax 
enforcement will provide a more flexible labor market and enable employers to 
cut costs. The lower levels of law enforcement may apply to issues like minimum 
wages, hours of work, overtime (O/T), rest days, occupational health and safety, 
and termination obligations. This is especially relevant to labor-intensive 
production processes like clothing and footwear where labor costs may represent 
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as much as 25% of the total cost and, more importantly, the most malleable of 
the cost factors.  Some companies have responded to increasing price pressures 
by hollowing-out the wage since their materials, rent, and utilities costs are less 
negotiable.  
No country would admit that it is undertaking a “race to the bottom,” and most 
do not make explicit changes to their regulatory framework to introduce greater 
flexibility. Standards are simply not enforced, either because of conscious 
strategy choices or because the enforcement agencies lack the resources to carry 
out their functions. There are, however, some countries who have advertised 
their export processing zones on the basis of their exemption from various laws, 
including labor laws. To this day Bangladeshi investment promotion agencies 
boast that their EPZs have “production oriented labor laws” in which the law 
“forbids formation of any labor union in EPZs. BEPZA is vested with responsibility 
to administer labor matters for all enterprises in EPZs.”vii  Another example can 
be found in the countries that provide explicit flexibility in terms of hours of 
work. Bangladesh and Thailand both have laws allowing workers to work in 
excess of 60 hours per week, although the Government of Bangladesh says the 
measure is temporary.  The Indian Government has announced that it plans to 
allow EPZs to by-pass labor laws, although the left-wing parties have declared 
their intention to oppose the legislation. In Guatemala, a recent court decision in 
response to a challenge brought by the employers’ federation has resulted in the 
labor inspectorate being stripped of its powers to impose sanctions for labor 
rights violations. While this was not the result of a government policy decision, it 
is an example of the push for greater flexibility in some quarters.  
The second strategy is sometimes called the “high-road” or the “race to the top,” 
in which countries try to raise standards to attract investors/buyers on the basis 
of high levels of law enforcement that provide certainty and security. Such 
countries would not only offer an environment in which the risk of labor rights 
abuses is diminished, but also one in which a stable, long-term workforce can be 
trained and developed, and in which increased value-added production involving 
higher quality and productivity can be attained.  
 
Cambodia is an example of a country trying to take the high road. The entire 
export garment industry is covered by an ILO monitoring project that was set up 
to verify whether the national labor laws were being respected.viii The U.S.-
Cambodia bilateral textile agreement granted bonus quota to Cambodia based on 
the ILO’s confirmation that the labor laws were being observed.  The ILO 
monitoring program, together with the commitment from the Cambodian 
Government and garment exporters to turn the country into a safe haven for 
labor standards and good working conditions, prompted a number of major 
buyers to shift or increase their purchases from Cambodia.  Other countries have 
set up certification systems to try to raise labor standards and provide an 
assurance to foreign investors and buyers regarding their implementation. For 
example, Thailand introduced the Thai Labor Standard 8001-2003, and the Joint 
2005 Annual Public Report 
 
10
Apparel Associations Forum (JAAF) in Sri Lanka had a Committee on Labor 
Initiatives that was looking into reforms to existing labor laws and ways of 
improving compliance with international standards. The Committee identified 
working hours, holidays, and recognition of trade unions as key issues that 
needed to be addressed. Unfortunately the JAAF does not appear to be able to 
agree on a clear initiative in this regard and it is unclear at this stage which road 
Sri Lanka will take. 
 
Labor Rights in China  
China provides an extremely interesting example of a country characterized by 
both widespread non-observance of the labor law and increasing efforts to 
improve standards. China has widely been regarded as the main beneficiary of 
the end of quotas. We noted above, however, that the rise of China’s textile and 
apparel industry was due to more than just the end of quotas. China has other 
characteristics that have made it a fiercely competitive export platform and an 
extremely complex labor market. It is worth summarizing these and other 
complex features of the Chinese labor market before we assess the situation of 
labor rights. 
The Chinese Economy:  China is in the process of developing a Socialist 
Market Economy with a number of unique characteristics. The centrally planned 
socialist system made huge advances in terms of providing for the basic needs of 
China’s more than one billion people, managing to feed, house and educate 
virtually everyone.  Workers had a right to a job – the so-called “iron rice bowl” – 
and that provided a certain social stability. In order to achieve full employment, 
however, the government was obliged to tolerate overstaffing at many State 
Owned Enterprises (SOEs) and government offices, and SOEs were heavily 
subsidized to prevent them from going bankrupt.  
 
The government decided in the late 1970’s to “open up” -- that is to say, to 
embrace market economics.  It launched a series of experimental “special 
economic zones,” enclaves in which it encouraged foreign investors from Hong 
Kong, Taiwan, and elsewhere to develop capitalist export industries.  It gradually 
increased the number of zones and allowed market economics to spread 
throughout the economy. For close to a decade, China has been the largest 
recipient of foreign direct investment after the USA and EU, and it has recorded 
growth in GDP of over 9 per cent per annum for the last 15 years. 
By the mid-1990s the government began to accelerate the pace of reform and to 
scale down the public sector – both the bureaucracy and the state-owned 
enterprises (SOEs). Large numbers of workers were made redundant in the 
restructuring process. From 1990 to 2003, 34.7 million workers were laid-off by 
SOEs and the government hoped that they would be absorbed into the booming 
private sector, in particular export industries. Fortunately, the private sector 
managed to create 36 million jobs in the same period. As with any restructuring 
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process there were mis-matches in the labor market and only about 18.5 million, 
or 67 per cent, of the workers made redundant have been re-employed (figures 
from the State Council and MOLSS). 
The private sector has also had to employ the five million people leaving the 
rural economy each year to seek work in the industrial centers. This was 
absolutely necessary if the country was to avoid social conflict as a result of 
large-scale unemployment, something the Chinese economy has not experienced 
for decades. When we bear in mind that employment in the Chinese economy 
reached 744.32 million in 2003, 256.39 million (34.4 percent) of them in urban 
areas, and that some 7.45 million jobs were created per annum, we get an idea 
of the scale of the challenge. The T&C sectors have played a major role in this 
employment growth. According to China’s Textile Information Centre there are 
over 50,000 firms with total direct employment of 19 million, with another 40 
million indirectly employed. About 38,000 T&C firms are involved in export trade 
and some 8,000 of them have foreign investment.  
 
The social implications of such large-scale restructuring are grave. The Chinese 
economy has over 100 million surplus workers who may flood urban areas in 
search of work, overwhelming urban infrastructure. There are also real concerns 
about under- and unemployment and the lack of social security benefits for many 
workers. Finally, the growing income gap has led to glaring disparities in wealth 
and social resources. The tensions that come with these features of the 
transition to market economics have led the government to stress the need for a 
harmonious society and we expect to see more measures introduced to cushion 
the impact of the restructuring. 
 
Labor Relations in the Private Sector:  The labor relations situation in 
China’s private sector is unique. Given that the economy was entirely state-run 
until 1979, the labor market had been administratively regulated and workers 
were allocated jobs by the Labor Bureau. Most SOEs had a branch of the party-
aligned All China Federation of Trade Unions (ACFTU) that served the interests of 
both workers and employers (the employer being the State). As the economy 
opened-up, however, it became clear that this system would have to evolve and 
include elements of the labor market and labor relations systems typical of a 
market economy. Private enterprises, for example, wanted to freely decide on 
who they hired and fired and could not commit themselves to providing an iron 
rice bowl. The identity of interests between State, enterprise, trade union, and 
worker no longer held in the private sector, and the differing interests of capital 
and labor required new mechanisms to handle grievances, consultation, 
negotiation, and dispute resolution.  
 
In response to these pressures, the Labor Law of the People’s Republic of China 
was adopted in 1994 and took effect in January 1995. This law was a major step 
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forward for the Chinese government in that it was the first time it acknowledged 
the possibility of different interests between capital and labor – a radical 
departure for a system that had always been based on the identity of interests 
between the two.  The 1994 Labor Law provides the framework for the 
promotion of employment, contracts of employment, collective agreements, 
working hours, wages, special protections for female and juvenile workers, 
vocational training, social insurance and welfare, labor disputes, inspection, and 
occupational health and safety issues. However, a number of the provisions 
relating to key issues, for example collective bargaining and strikes, were not 
sufficiently rigorous, and detailed provisions remained to be worked out. 
Provincial and city authorities therefore interpreted the Labor Law and developed 
their own labor regulations and practices. These local regulations varied in the 
degree to which they reflected the spirit of the national Labor Law and there 
were even greater variations in the degree of enforcement. The result was 
significant inconsistency in the interpretation and application of the Labor Law. 
 
This inconsistent enforcement of labor law left certain sectors and groups of 
workers exposed to abuses and the result has been a series of high-profile 
accidents and strikes. Over 2,700 people died in mine accidents in the first eight 
months of 2005, despite the attention paid to this sector after the spate of 
accidents in 2004. Wage violations and lax safety standards in the construction 
sector also attracted government and media attention, as did a series of labor 
disputes, mostly relating to the late or non-payment of wages and controversies 
over benefits following the down-sizing or closure of state-owned enterprises.ix  
Since the Regulation on the Handling of Labor Disputes was promulgated in 1993 
the official number of collective labor disputes referred to arbitration rose from 
684 to over 11,000 in 2002.x  
 
Between January 1995 and December 2003, 635,000 collective agreements were 
signed in 1.27 million enterprises, covering 80 million employees. Of those, some 
293,000 enterprises, employing 35.79 million workers, signed collective 
agreements containing wage clauses. Many of the agreements, however, were 
administrative acts and not the result of a bargaining process between labor and 
management. As such, they simply reproduced model collective agreements 
supplied by the Ministry of Labor. This was partly because the Trade Union Law 
had not adapted to the realities of market economics to the same extent as the 
Labor Law had, and the All China Federation of Trade Unions still reflected the 
state-owned system in its structure and functioning. Real collective bargaining 
can only take place when there are two representative parties at the table, and 
in most Chinese enterprises the trade unions have not re-modelled themselves to 
play the role of workers representative. 
 
The ACFTU is the only trade union recognized in China and it exercises a legal 
monopoly over all subsidiary trade union organizations and activities.  The Trade 
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Union Law of 1992, as amended in 2001, clearly sets out the corporatist role 
envisaged for the ACFTU. Article Four explicitly requires the ACFTU to “observe 
and safeguard the Constitution, take it as the fundamental criterion for their 
activities, take economic development as the central task, uphold the socialist 
road, the people’s democratic dictatorship, leadership by the Communist Party of 
China, and Marxist-Leninism, Mao Zedong Thought and Deng Xiaoping Theory, 
persevere in reform and the open policy, and conduct their work independently 
in accordance with the Constitution of trade unions.”  
 
In the SOEs the ACFTU saw itself representing the common interests of the 
government, the Party, management, and workers. Much of the time its role was 
that of a welfare committee, organizing social activities for workers. To this day 
the program of work issued by the ACFTU consists largely of activities such as 
tug-of-war competitions, cultural events, and social outings for the workers. In 
accordance with the identity of interests between capital and labor implicit in the 
socialist system, it is common for union representatives to be appointed by 
factory management, and even in cases where union elections are held, 
management staff are often elected to union leadership positions. It is not 
unusual to find managers also holding posts in the Communist Party, so some 
people wear three hats: management, party, and trade union. 
As the market economy strengthened, both the ACFTU leadership and the 
government realized that the ACFTU had to expand its presence in the private 
sector, especially in Foreign Invested Enterprises (FIEs). The ACFTU reports that 
160,000 FIEs, 33% of all such enterprises, have unions, with a membership of 
6.14 million workers, some 38% of the total workforce in the sector although 
some observers believe that the ACFTU presence in foreign-invested enterprises 
is lower than that.  The bulk of these unions still function according to the 
traditional Chinese model designed for the SOEs.  
Things are changing however. In recent years the government has promulgated 
two important pieces of legislation that could facilitate the development of 
democratic structures to represent workers in consultations and negotiation. The 
first is the Amended Trade Union Act of October 2001 (Order of the President 
No. 62) and the second is Decree No. 22 of the Ministry of Labor and Social 
Security which provides for new “Regulations on Collective Contracts,” adopted 
on December 30, 2003. These two laws are important steps in the ongoing 
process of developing a labor relations system in China appropriate to a market 
economy in that they provide for more effective functioning of trade unions, 
worker representatives, and collective bargaining. 
 
The Trade Union Act:  The amendments to this Act envisage a significantly 
different role for trade unions. Instead of the passive, facilitation role they 
traditionally played, they are now expected to actively safeguard the rights and 
interests of workers by participating in consultation and collective bargaining 
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processes.  The amendments go further by requiring that trade union officials be 
representative of, and accountable to, workers. Article 9 makes it clear that trade 
union committees must be democratically elected at assemblies or congresses of 
members and that “no close relatives of chief members of an enterprise may be 
candidates or members of the basic level trade union committee of the 
enterprise.”  Article 16 provides for the convening of assemblies or congresses of 
the members at regular intervals to discuss major issues related to the work of 
the union and the leadership of the union may be recalled by majority vote at an 
assembly. Article 20 provides that trade unions may negotiate collective 
agreements but must submit the draft to a workers congress “for deliberation 
and approval” before signing. This should help ensure that collective agreements 
reflect the needs and demands of workers rather than simply reproducing the 
provisions of the pro forma agreements supplied by the Ministry of Labor. Article 
21 provides a role for the trade union in representing workers in disciplinary and 
termination procedures and Article 22 empowers the trade union to make 
representations to the enterprise for any violations of law that infringe the labor 
rights or interests of the workers in areas including wages, safety and health, 
and extended working hours. If the enterprise refuses to rectify the situation, the 
union may make representations to the local authority. Article 53 makes it illegal 
for the employer to refuse to consult without providing a reasonable justification. 
 
The Regulations on Collective Contracts Decree:  Having laid the 
foundation for more representative and effective trade unions, the government 
moved to improve the system of collective bargaining. The first step in that 
direction had been taken in 1995 but had resulted in largely symbolic gestures in 
which “agreements” were adopted rather than negotiated. The Regulations on 
Collective Contracts Decree replaced the 1994 regulations of the same name. 
They provide for collective negotiations leading to the signing of binding 
collective agreements covering one or more specific subjects, including wages, 
hours, rest and holidays, occupational safety and health, benefits, hiring, and 
firing. It is interesting to note that the law provides for the signing of single 
subject collective agreements on topics such as occupational safety and health.   
 
The Decree recognizes that agreements are most effective when negotiated by 
representative parties and thus requires that the worker delegates must be 
nominated by the union, and in the absence of a union in the enterprise, 
nominated by a democratic procedure in which at least 50% of the workers 
endorse the delegates. Similarly, negotiating delegates may be recalled by the 
union or by a decision of at least 50% of the workers and the worker 
representatives cannot sign an agreement without first securing the 
endorsement of 50% of the workforce in a general meeting attended by at least 
66% of the workers. The Decree also attempts to preclude the situation in which 
management staff represent the union in negotiations by clarifying that no 
negotiating delegate may represent both workers and employer.  
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At this point we have found that very few enterprises are applying the recent 
Trade Union or Collective Bargaining provisions and many managers and trade 
unionists are unfamiliar with the details. It will no doubt take some time for 
these two reforms to achieve sufficient traction to change the shape of labor-
management relations at the factory level. It is also clear that the Chinese 
government still has a number of important labor law reforms to make in order 
to reach the standards set by ILO Conventions, particularly in the field of 
associational rights. 
The ILO Committee on Freedom of Association has found on a number of 
occasions that Chinese workers do not have sufficient freedom to form or join 
organizations of their own choosing, and that the ACFTU has a monopoly on 
trade union organization. They have also urged the government to take the 
necessary steps to amend the labor law so as to ensure the autonomy of the 
parties to collective bargaining and that any requirement for prior authorization 
of collective agreements be limited to procedural flaws or the violation of 
minimum labor standards established in the legislation. They recommend that 
the government adopt measures to ensure that workers and their organizations 
are not punished for exercising the right to strike in defense of their social and 
economic interests. Some of these issues have been addressed in the recent 
amendments and laws. The amended Trade Union Law, for example, 
acknowledges that strikes may occur, in which case the union is to reflect the 
views and demands of workers in seeking a resolution of the strike.xi 
 
THE FLA AND CHINA 
 
As has been discussed above, there are both structural and systemic issues to be 
addressed in China if compliance with ILO standards, Chinese labor laws, and the 
FLA Code of Conduct is to be achieved. The structure of the labor market, with 
its huge supply of workers, many of them young, female, and migrant, and the 
rapid growth of industry, exports, and employment, does little to support the 
maintenance of labor standards. There are parts of China where the over supply 
of labor has produced a market-clearing wage that is clearly below the minimum 
wage. This in turn obliges workers to work longer and harder to boost their 
earnings. At the same time, the fact that many of the workers are young 
migrants with no family and few social opportunities in the industrial areas 
further encourages long hours and work on weekends. Many of them only intend 
to work in industry for a few years to earn money for a specific purpose and 
want to reach that target as quickly as possible. They are therefore susceptible 
to work extra hours and days. The factories often have the orders to warrant the 
overtime work so the result is almost inevitable. 
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A further structural feature generating noncompliance lies in the rapid pace of 
enterprise creation and growth. Some 480,000 FIEs and over 2 million domestic 
private enterprises have been launched since the opening-up began in 1979.  A 
large number of the companies in the private sector were recently created and 
many of the managers do not have professional qualifications, particularly in 
fields such as human resource management and labor relations. Add to that the 
fact that they often have more orders than they can handle, and you have a 
recipe for noncompliance – probably in more than just the labor sphere. This is 
not unique to China. We encounter this scenario in many developing countries, 
but it is magnified both by the scale of China and by the fact that the socialist 
system did not place a premium on many of the management skills required of a 
competitive export firm. Human resource development and management, for 
example, was simply not a priority in a labor market that was organized by 
government administrators and in SOEs that could not go bankrupt, but that lack 
of training and experience in the area of human resources now means that many 
companies do not have the policies, procedures, and trained human resources 
staff to ensure that they do not violate workers rights. Legal and code violations 
are therefore inevitable.  
 
Discipline is a case in point. In our work in Chinese factories we are often told by 
workers that the arbitrary exercise of discipline is a major source of discontent. 
When we investigate the reasons for this we usually find that the factory has no 
policy on discipline, inadequate procedures, and no specific training for those 
responsible for exercising discipline, mainly guards and supervisors. In addition, 
the necessary controls are missing and the general awareness of what can and 
cannot be done is low. The result is inevitable – each guard or supervisor does 
what he or she thinks appropriate without any formal knowledge of how to 
ensure procedural fairness. Given the pressure-cooker environment in which they 
often work, harsh or unfair treatment is common. We recently came across a 
case where a worker who was being sexually harassed by a colleague lost her 
temper and slapped him. The supervisor called the guard who promptly fired 
both workers since fighting is a zero-tolerance offense. The victim was therefore 
wronged twice. Because there were insufficient controls over the exercise of 
discipline, no manager intervened, and the lack of any right of reply or of appeal 
meant that the worker could not challenge the automatic sanction and lost her 
job.    
 
The Chinese government has yet to develop the regulatory environment 
commensurate with a market economy, let alone a major export power. These 
regulatory shortcomings show up, for example, in the controversies over 
intellectual property rights, protection of the environment, corruption, and labor 
law. It is important to note that the gaps lie at all levels – sometimes the law 
does not exist, sometimes it is not adequate, and often it is not enforced in a 
consistent or comprehensive way. 
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Once again, the same issues are present in many other developing countries but 
they are more pronounced in China because of its size and the fact that it is still 
in the midst of a transition to a socialist market economy and there are 
important components of that system that have yet to be developed or 
implemented. Labor law enforcement is weak in many of the countries where the 
FLA is active, and labor inspectors are frequently under-paid and under-
resourced. In some countries the government agencies responsible for labor law 
enforcement do not even have the power to do their jobs, even if they had the 
will. This is not the case in China. The government has authority and resources 
and the political will to improve labor standards. This stems partly from the fact 
that it is a socialist system and protecting workers is at the heart of the socialist 
mission, and partly because they know that improving respect for law is one of 
the conditions for participation in the global economy.  
China is a very big country with very large numbers of enterprises and workers 
and the government clearly has some way to go to catch up to the regulatory 
issues that plague the labor market. Unlike governments in many ex-quota 
countries, however, the Chinese government is showing a determination to 
catch-up. In 2001, the Chinese government signed an MOU with the ILO that 
included a provision to “strengthen institutional capacity in labor inspection to 
promote the effective application of ILO Conventions…” and in December 2004 it 
published a new Regulation on Labor and Social Security Inspection. The 
disturbingly frequent number of well-published accidents involving mines, 
fireworks factories, and aircraft has prompted the government to step-up 
enforcement of safety regulations. The problems encountered with migrant 
workers in the construction sector have led to concerted government action to 
improve health and safety and regular payment of wages. The government has 
also supported the creation of some 2,500 legal aid centers to assist workers 
seeking compensation or other redress.  
 
To date these measures have not been effective, and the government has 
admitted that some have not been applied, but the important point to note is 
that the Chinese government is reacting to some of the urgent compliance issues 
in the labor market. As a socialist country, and as a market economy, China 
cannot afford to have workers exposed to large-scale violations of the labor law 
and they can be expected to act whenever these reach a level where they 
threaten social harmony or economic efficiency. The degree and consistency of 
law enforcement will continue to be a challenge but the government is working 
on the corruption and inefficiency that plagues some levels of government.  
 
One of the clearest signs of the movement in China towards improved labor law 
and code compliance is the development of the CSC9000T compliance initiative. 
Launched in 2005 by the China National Textile and Apparel Council, the industry 
association that was previously the Ministry of Textiles, it provides a Code of 
Conduct and basic guidelines for Chinese T&C enterprises to follow. Chinese 
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authorities hope in this way to provide a more consistent platform for compliance 
work and auditing. If widely accepted, this would reduce the number of duplicate 
audits conducted by foreign buyers and the different, sometimes contradictory, 
corrective action plans. There are a number of questions that need to be clarified 
before the potential of CSC9000T can be assessed, including:  
 
 The code is based solely on Chinese labor law and hence falls short of 
international standards. To achieve full international acceptance it would have 
to be based on the relevant ILO Conventions.  
 As an initiative of government/industry to monitor the industry, it is limited by 
an inherent conflict of interest. In order to overcome this limitation the 
initiative would need to be multi-stakeholder and independent.  
 It has no independent or external verification, something that is central to 
any system of compliance.  
 
The China National Textile and Apparel Council is aware of these concerns and 
can be expected to address them. Whatever the final form of CSC9000T, it is a 
further demonstration of the attention being paid to international expectations in 
the labor rights field.      
 
Given the global market situation prevailing in the post-quota environment, 
sourcing has become both more and less flexible at the same time. It is more 
flexible in terms of the lower barriers to trade and investment that allow foreign 
investors and buyers to choose between any number of countries and suppliers 
when deciding where to source goods. At the same time competitive pressures 
are restricting the number of real choices, both in terms of countries and 
suppliers. Any company involved in a highly competitive sector (such as textiles, 
clothing, or footwear), where market share is small and margins are thin, will be 
virtually obliged to follow their competitors to the cheapest locations in the 
world. By this we do not mean cheap in terms of nominal wages but in terms of 
unit labor costs. Right now that means a handful of countries in Asia, with China 
the leading option.  
 
In addition, the post-MFA sourcing scene is increasingly going to be dominated 
by global contract manufacturers (GCMs) who are capable of sourcing fabric, 
having the items produced, and then delivering them anywhere in the world, 
store-ready if necessary. These GCMs will save buyers time and money by 
offering an increasing number of services, from design and development all the 
way through to warehousing and delivery. T&C products are not only going to be 
made in Asia – the whole process, from conception to delivery, is going to be 
managed by Asian GCMs. This will further focus the T&C industry in a few Asian 
countries. The footwear industry is already highly concentrated in a few Chinese, 
Korean, and Taiwanese companies producing primarily in China, Vietnam, 
Indonesia, and Thailand.  
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With the manufacturing center-of-gravity shifting to China, many commentators 
conclude that the “race to the bottom” in terms of labor standards has 
accelerated.xii This conclusion appears to be too hasty, for a number of reasons. 
 
 First, our monitoring results show that China is no closer to the bottom than a 
number of other sourcing destinations.  
 Second, whereas a number of the other key sourcing countries or regions are 
characterized by defunct or failed systems of regulation, the Chinese 
government is still actively seeking to improve its system of labor market 
regulation and labor law enforcement. Most commentators agree that the 
performance of the Chinese government in this regard has been inconsistent, 
but there can be no doubt about the fact that the government is determined, 
and has the political will, to act to improve labor standards. Unlike many 
other countries, China is not overwhelmed or despondent and is in a strong 
position to improve its regulatory mechanisms. 
  
The Chinese government knows that the eyes of the world are on it and what 
the expectations are. They are members of enough UN agencies to know what 
needs to be done and they are actively seeking technical assistance from a 
number of multi- and bilateral agencies. The private sector is also under constant 
pressure to improve on a number of fronts from business partners in other parts 
of the world. We therefore expect that China will continue to take measures to 
improve labor relations and working conditions all the way to the Olympics in 
Beijing in 2008. That is not to say that the measures will all be implemented or 
effective, nor that the movement will all be forward. The history of the opening-
up process in China has been one of experimentation and innovation in the 
economic realm, coupled with extreme prudence in the political realm. All the 
indications are that this remains the course chosen by the authorities. If so, 
there is likely to be further controversy about the pace and direction of political 
change, even if the economic changes continue to progress. 
   
The Way Ahead:  Given the host of systemic and structural issues presented by 
China, how do the FLA and its constituents go about trying to ensure code 
compliance?  The short answer is – the same as anywhere else. In all of the 
sixty-plus countries in which FLA-affiliated companies source, the requirements 
are the same – they must install the code, make workers and managers aware of 
it, conduct regular internal monitoring to identify and address compliance issues, 
and submit to independent external monitoring of a random sample of factories 
to check whether the compliance system is working. In China, as in other 
countries, we found that the compliance system was not working properly 
because of significant capacity gaps that led to repeated breakdown of the 
system. This realization provided a major impetus to the development of a 
process designed to identify root causes and achieve sustainable compliance.  
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The review of monitoring results from the first two years of FLA Independent 
External Monitoring (IEMs) revealed a number of shortcomings, both on the part 
of the accredited monitors and in terms of the improvements at the factory level. 
Monitors were not picking up violations of some of the less easily observed rights 
(such as freedom of association) and factories were continuing to violate the 
most common issues (such as hours of work and occupational health and 
safety). The FLA responded by introducing a number of measures to improve the 
quality of the monitoring, including more stringent accreditation criteria, specific 
terms of reference for each audit, additional guidance on topics like freedom of 
association, regular observation of audits for quality control purposes, and 
meetings with monitors and participating company compliance staff in key 
regions to discuss issues and approaches. The FLA also improved the audit 
instrument and provided additional tools to the auditors.  
At the same time we confronted the key question: why were the same 
compliance issues still occurring after a decade of monitoring? Despite all the 
efforts made to improve monitoring techniques, company compliance staff and 
FLA monitors keep finding the same violations (often in the same factories). 
Many companies have now come to realize that compliance auditing is a 
necessary but not sufficient measure to achieve compliance and that even 
further improvements and refinements to the current auditing tools will not lead 
to changes that could make compliance sustainable.  
A major problem of the compliance auditing approach is that it does not delve 
into the root causes of noncompliance. The checklists commonly used ask yes/no 
questions that tell us “what” problems exist but not “why” they occur. Hence, 
even a well-done, comprehensive compliance audit only tells us which issues are 
not in compliance but provides no understanding of the contributory causes or 
the risks of future non-compliance. As a result, FLA and PC staff often spend a 
considerable amount of time trying to work out what sort of remediation would 
be appropriate. The results, however, have often been disappointing because the 
remediation was aimed only at the effects and not the root causes. 
Therefore, to induce real improvement in labor rights and working conditions the 
root causes of non-compliance issues need to be understood. These issues are 
often complex and exposing them requires time and skill. While some technical 
issues, “fire safety” for instance, can probably be addressed through compliance 
audits and corrective action plans, others like ”overtime” which have more 
complex social underpinnings can neither be understood nor remedied with a 
compliance audit alone. For a sustainable solution to be possible, the root causes 
would need to be laid bare and the remedy would almost certainly require 
capacity-building to address those causes. A well-done assessment would reveal 
the capacity gaps provoking non-compliance and the remedial responses to the 
findings would involve not only corrective actions but capacity building to 
develop or enhance the ability of the managers and workers to ensure 
compliance in their workplace. 
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It was for this reason that we introduced the concepts of strategic monitoring 
and sustainable compliance at the FLA Board meeting in July 2003. Strategic 
monitoring is designed to assess the capacity deficit and the remedial plan that 
follows is specifically intended to build sustainable compliance (that is to say, 
code self-sufficiency) at the factory level. A number of clarifications of the 
concept and tools involved may be in order. Compliance auditing checks for 
compliance against a specific law or code element whereas strategic monitoring 
checks not whether the company is in compliance but whether it is achieving its 
strategic goals in terms of social and labor policy – defined for our purposes as 
the ability to manage and maintain code compliance in a sustainable manner. In 
so doing it asks questions about “why” the company is falling short of its policy 
goals and “what” needs to be done to achieve them.  
 
It is important to point out that a strategic assessment is not just a compliance 
audit on steroids. It is an entirely different animal that involves a different 
analytical approach, tools, and response. It does not just measure against a 
specific benchmark but rather describes and assesses the state of the 
employment relationship in that facility. To take the example of a grievance 
procedure, a compliance audit would tell us whether or not there is a grievance 
procedure in a factory, whereas a strategic audit would tell us whether it is 
achieving its goals of surfacing and resolving grievances to the satisfaction of all 
concerned. The strategic monitoring instrument that we have developed does 
not use a checklist approach to compare conditions in the facility against specific 
benchmarks. It is designed to understand and assess the capacity of the factory 
to conduct the employment relationship in a manner that respects its code and 
legal obligations.  
 
The concept of sustainable compliance involves the development of systems and 
relationships at factory level that enable them to reach and maintain compliance 
in a self-sufficient way. This speaks to the fact that no external agent -- be it the 
labor inspectorate, the company compliance department, or civil society – can 
ever visit the factory often enough to ensure compliance, especially if the will 
and/or the systems are not there. We have to develop internal mechanisms to do 
so, beginning with an awareness (and hopefully, a consensus) of what has to be 
done and how to do it. Too many factories still see the code of conduct as a 
requirement imposed by external stakeholders and many believe that it is not 
appropriate or viable in their context. In such circumstances it is inevitable that 
factories will try to game the system rather than change their way of doing 
business. The sustainable compliance approach we are using in the FLA therefore 
acknowledges the fact that managers and workers are the agents of compliance 
and that they will have to be equipped with the knowledge, skills, and tools 
required to achieve it.  
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Just as sustainable compliance (or indeed any type of compliance) cannot be 
imposed from outside, it cannot be imposed internally. It is essential that all 
levels of the organization, from top management, through the administrative and 
supervisory levels, to workers, understand and agree to what has to be done. 
The disincentives to compliance are many. To take just one example: personal 
protective equipment (PPE), such as gloves and masks, is often cumbersome and 
uncomfortable. Workers can work faster without it, so if they are paid on piece 
rate they, and their supervisors, may opt to work without protection, particularly 
if they do not experience any obvious negative effects. When inspectors or 
monitors arrive workers will quickly don the PPE and wear it until they leave. It is 
therefore naïve to believe that workers will protect themselves if they do not fully 
appreciate the health and safety implications of the processes they are involved 
in and if they do not have an internal mechanism for ensuring compliance. 
Ideally, the factory would have engaged all levels of the organization in the 
development of a health and safety policy and procedures and trained all the 
relevant personnel in how to follow it. They would then appoint or elect safety 
stewards who would be responsible for maintaining a healthy and safe workplace 
on a day-to-day basis. The external agents would support this through capacity 
building and check periodically to verify that they system is working.  
 
One of the advantages of an association like the FLA is that we bring together 
some of the most serious and committed parties in the compliance effort and we 
can provide a common platform for the development and implementation of best 
practices. By uniting behind those practices, FLA constituents can create a critical 
mass in support of improvements in labor rights and working conditions all over 
the world. This is particularly important when dealing with structural or systemic 
issues in countries like China. In order to maximize those benefits and to 
mainstream the strategic monitoring approach we developed a new, third-
generation monitoring methodology with the working title of “FLA 3.0.”  
 
FLA 3.0 starts by pooling the compliance information available to the FLA and its 
constituents in order to produce a Monitoring Matrix – a profile of the compliance 
issues and their root causes – for each country or region.  We then prioritize 
those and propose remedial strategies before conducting consultations at the 
local level in order to secure stakeholder input to the matrix. This will enable us 
to combine the perspectives of companies, civil society, and workers and on that 
basis to compile a more complete picture of the compliance situation. For the 
first time we will be able to involve civil society in the definition of the 
compliance issues, priorities, and remedial strategies. It is also hoped that they 
will be able to provide services in the implementation of those strategies. 
 
One of the key features of the FLA’s approach to remediation is to stress the 
need for capacity building. This requires a more profound and longer-term 
commitment to bringing about improvements at factory level and the scale of the 
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task makes cooperation imperative. Going forward we will develop combined 
capacity building programs that address common compliance issues and capacity 
gaps. These will be provided by local service providers in order to ensure that 
they are accessible and affordable to suppliers. 
 
FLA 3.0 is not only designed to avoid duplication and combine resources at the 
level of the big brands. It also provides new opportunities for university licensees 
as well as smaller companies because it allows them to benefit from their 
involvement in the FLA by sharing in the pool of compliance information 
available. At the remedial level they can participate in the combined remedial 
programs that 3.0 would promote. For very large companies with long supply 
chains FLA 3.0 provides a means to concentrate resources on remediation rather 
than on compliance auditing. FLA 3.0 therefore enables companies of all sizes to 
use their scarce compliance resources more effectively to address the root 
causes of noncompliance rather than listing the noncompliances time and again. 
 
The FLA will of course continue to conduct due diligence on the compliance 
programs of participating companies and licensees by auditing the internal 
records of their compliance program, conducting IEMs, and through the annual 
reports that the FLA prepares for the Public Report. Companies will still be 
required to go through an implementation period during which they ensure code 
implementation throughout their supply chains and undergo IEMs to measure 
that progress. Under the new system, however, we will replace checklist 
questionnaires with new tools that identify root causes and measure the impact 
of remediation in both qualitative and quantitative terms.  
 
Currently, the FLA is in a transition period in which some aspects of 3.0 are being 
phased-in on the basis of voluntary projects. Through these projects, companies 
get experience with the new mechanism and they can re-mold their systems and 
train their staff according to the new requirements. 
 
 
                                                 
i See for example the statement of the ITCB Chair at http://www.itcb.org/Documents/ITCB-I35.pdf 
ii See for example http://www.itkibusa.org/Istanbul-Decleration.pdf 
iii For more information on China and the WTO see http://www.wto.org/english/thewto_e/countries_e/china_e.htm 
iv See for example http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/business/4205900.stm 
v See http://www.iht.com/articles/2005/08/30/business/clothes.php 
vi See wage comparison tables in Abernathy, F.H./ Volpe, A./ Weil, D. (2004): The Apparel and Textile Industries after 
2005: Prospects and Choices. Harvard Center for Textile and Apparel Research.  
vii See http://www.epb.gov.bd/bangladesh_epz.htm 
viii See ILO report (2005): “Promoting fair globalization in textiles and clothing in a post MFA-environment”. Available at: 
www.ilo.org/public/english/dialogue/ sector/techmeet/tmtc-pmfa05/tmtc-pmfa-r.pdf 
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ix See for example Cody, Edward (2005): A Chinese Riot Rooted in Confusion. Washington Post, July 18, 2005. Available 
at: http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2005/07/17/AR2005071700931.html 
x See China Labour and Social Security Yearbook, 1994-2003 
xi For more information on ILO Freedom of Association cases concerning China, please see the ILO website at 
http://www.ilo.org/ilolex/english/caseframeE.htm 
xii See for example. Anita Chan (2003): A “Race to the Bottom”. Globalisation and China’s labor standards. China 
Perspective, No.46 (March-April), p. 41-49. 
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III. FLA PROGRAM 
 
The Fair Labor Association combines the efforts of participating companies, 
collegiate licensees, universities, and consumer, labor and human rights groups 
to promote adherence to international labor standards and improve working 
conditions worldwide. The FLA works to increase and sustain factory compliance 
through its Workplace Code of Conduct, which is based on the core labor 
standards of the International Labor Organization (ILO). 
 
There are four essential components to FLA’s work: the Code Implementation 
and Monitoring Program, Public Reporting, the Third Party Complaint system, 
and Special Projects.  Each program relies on a diverse staff to perform due 
diligence and communicate the progress of their activities to their constituencies.    
 
Code Implementation and Monitoring Program (CIMP)   
Since the FLA’s formation in 1999, its monitoring program has evolved according 
to the experiences gained and lessons learned through code implementation and 
verification around the world.  The FLA has strengthened its processes by 
making all independent monitoring unannounced and transparent, by providing 
more specific terms of reference and guidance to its monitors, and by developing 
new approaches that include root-cause analysis and capacity building.  The FLA 
is now in the process of transitioning to a new system of assessment and 
remediation that involves more shared and collective action and more 
stakeholder involvement. 
 
Company Implementation 
(internal monitoring) Independent External Monitoring
Company Commitment to FLA Standards
Company Remediation of 
Noncompliance Issues
Independent Verification 
of Company Activities
Public Reporting
Third Party Complaints
THE FLA PROCESS
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Commitment to FLA Standards 
CIMP is the gateway for companies to make a formal commitment to the FLA’s 
standards and system. Companies agree to adopt the FLA Workplace Code of 
Conduct in the manufacture of their products as a condition for participating in 
the FLA. This marks the first step. The “continuous-improvement approach” of 
the FLA program then requires companies to put principle into practice.  
 
Monitoring and Verification 
Participation in the FLA also requires companies to establish an internal 
compliance program throughout their supply chains. This includes internal 
monitoring and remediation of instances of noncompliance, and various activities 
to ensure that the Code is implemented.  The FLA staff conducts onsite visits to 
company headquarters and field offices to evaluate a company’s progress in 
establishing systems to uphold its FLA commitments.   
 
The FLA uses independent external monitoring (IEM) to verify companies’ 
compliance with their obligations.  The FLA selects independent external 
monitors, accredited by the FLA, to perform unannounced inspection visits of 
companies’ supplier factories around the world.  The FLA does not give 
companies or factories advance notice of the time or location of these monitoring 
visits.   
 
Remediation and Follow-up 
When an IEM visit uncovers Code noncompliance, the FLA process requires 
companies to work with their suppliers to develop a remediation plan within 60 
days, at which point the company must report the correction of the issue back to 
the FLA. 
 
The FLA then evaluates the company’s remediation plan, advises it on necessary 
actions, collects evidence, and, when deemed necessary by FLA staff, conducts a 
follow-up visit to verify that the company has taken the necessary steps to 
remediate the noncompliance issue.   
 
Public Reporting   
The FLA publishes both an annual Public Report that describes FLA companies’ 
compliance efforts as well as tracking charts, which contain detailed information 
about the IEM findings from each monitored factory, its remediation plan, and 
the status of actions called for in the plan.  The annual Public Report and the 
tracking charts can be found on the FLA website.   
 
Third Party Complaints 
The FLA has also established a third party complaint mechanism.  It provides an 
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additional reporting channel and a further check on systematic monitoring 
efforts.  Any person or group that uncovers instances of noncompliance in a 
company’s supplier facility can file a third-party complaint with the FLA.  For 
detailed reports on third party complaints that were submitted to the FLA in 2004 
- 2005, click here. 
 
Special Projects 
The FLA has developed a number of special projects to help address systemic 
noncompliance issues that have proven particularly difficult to remediate on a 
factory-by-factory basis. The projects seek to involve a wide range of interested 
parties in testing and innovating new strategies to improve Code compliance.  
The Special Projects described here fall into three categories.  One category 
involves projects developing approaches to sustainable compliance by addressing 
the root causes of common compliance issues through capacity building.  These 
will eventually form modules of a comprehensive set of diagnostic and capacity 
building tools available to companies on our website.  The projects include: a 
pilot project focusing on hours of work in China; a project conducting sustainable 
compliance assessments leading to capacity building to improve labor-relations 
and human resource management systems; a project addressing discrimination 
and harassment and abuse and freedom of association in Central America’s 
maquila sector; and a freedom of association project.  A second category 
concerns collaboration with other multi-stakeholder initiatives.  In this regard we 
describe the work of the Joint Initiative on Corporate Accountability and Workers’ 
Rights (Jo-In).  A third category involves initiatives addressing strategic 
compliance issues that face many FLA companies and warrant a combined 
response such as the Soccer project.  For a detailed description of each project, 
please click here.  
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IV. FLA INDEPENDENT EXTERNAL MONITORING 
SUMMARY and ANALYSIS  
 
A summary of the data that was collected through FLA independent external monitoring 
visits during the period January-December 2004. 
 
In 2004, FLA-accredited monitors conducted 94 independent monitoring visits at factories 
producing for FLA companies in eighteen countries.  During the visits, the monitors evaluated 
factory compliance with the FLA Workplace Code of Conduct and applicable national and local 
laws.  
 
The reports from each of these 94 factory visits, along with company plans to remediate the 
reported noncompliance issues, are available to the public on the FLA website.  By reviewing 
individual factory reports, readers can learn about particular factory conditions and different 
companies’ approaches to remediating various noncompliant issues.  
 
This report is divided into two parts:  
 
 Monitoring the FLA Supply Chain  
Provides an overview of the FLA’s monitoring and of the supply chain of its companies  
 
 Findings and Analysis  
Makes observations about monitors’ findings for each FLA Code provision  
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FLA Independent External Monitoring:  
Facts and Figures 
 
In 2004, the FLA conducted independent external monitoring (IEM) visits to 94 facilities 
worldwide, representing at least 3.3 percent of each company’s applicable factory base in high-
risk regions. The IEMs were conducted in 18 countries, with the greatest number occurring in 
East Asia (31) and the Americas (26), followed by South East Asia (19), South Asia (15), and 
Europe, the Middle East, and Africa (EMEA) (3).  (See Graph 1).  Of the 94 IEMs, 28 were 
“shared,” meaning that two or more FLA-affiliated companies or licensees sourcing in the same 
facility participated in the remediation of the noncompliance issues reported by the FLA monitor.  
Shared audits enable companies to have a greater impact throughout their supply chains.  
Working together, companies pool resources to achieve shared goals; avoid duplication and 
streamline the corrective actions required at a factory; share experiences in remediating 
particular noncompliance issues; and have greater leverage in making changes in the factory.  
 
 
Graph 1: FLA IEMs in 2004 – Regional Distribution 
 
Americas (Brazil, 
Dominican Republic, 
El Salvador, 
Honduras,  Mexico, 
Peru, USA), 26
East Asia (China, 
Hong Kong, Korea, 
Macau), 31
Southeast Asia 
(Indonesia, Thailand, 
Vietnam), 19
South Asia 
(Bangladesh, India, 
Sri Lanka), 15 EMEA (Turkey), 3
 
 
 
In 2004, 37 percent of factories contracted by FLA companies were located in East Asia, 20 
percent in the Americas (including the U.S.), 19 percent in South East Asia, 16 percent in EMEA, 
and 9 percent in South Asia.  The regional breakdown of FLA monitoring visits roughly reflects 
this distribution with two notable exceptions: EMEA, where 16 percent of the factories were 
located, but only 3 percent of the IEMs were conducted, and South Asia, with 9 percent of the 
factories but 16 percent of the IEMs (Graph 2). This discrepancy arises because the methodology 
for selecting the random sample assigns weights to factories based on risk factors, with factories 
considered to have higher risk of noncompliance having a higher probability of selection.  Thus, 
the EMEA region was considered as lower risk of noncompliance than South East Asia, South 
Asia, and the Americas.  A second reason for the discrepancy is that the location of monitoring 
visits is also influenced by the presence of FLA-accredited monitors in a given country.  With a 
view to ensuring broader coverage of the FLA’s independent monitoring program, the FLA is 
working to increase the number of accredited monitors in key locations and also working to 
improve the quality of monitors and the quality of the audit tools. 
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Graph 2: Company Sourcing and FLA IEM Locations in 2004  
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Graph 3 compares the factory base of FLA companies in 2004 and 2005 by country.  The graph 
illustrates the continuation of the shift in the regional distribution of FLA companies that was 
observed in previous years.  While each FLA company has a different sourcing strategy, most 
have increased the number of factories they contract with in South East Asia and South Asia, 
while reducing the number of factories in the Americas (including the U.S.). For example, the 
number of FLA contract factories in 2005 grew by 11 percent in Vietnam and Pakistan, 9 percent 
in India, and 6 percent in China; at the other extreme, the number of factories declined by 44 
percent in Brazil, 20 percent in the Dominican Republic, 4 percent in Mexico, and 4 percent in the 
U.S.  These changes in the regional distribution of factories occurred prior to the expiration, 
effective January 1, 2005, of the Multi-Fibre Arrangement (MFA), the agreement that governed 
international trade in textiles and apparel for over three decades.  For more information on the 
expiration of the MFA and its implications for production shifts and for global labor standards 
please read the 2005 Feature Issue in this report. 
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Graph 3: Changes in the Supply Chain of FLA Companies, 2005 v. 2004 
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The 94 FLA monitoring visits conducted in 2004 took place in factories producing apparel, 
footwear, and equipment.  Eighty-four visits were conducted in apparel and equipment factories, 
and the remaining 10 in footwear factories.  One notable difference between FLA company 
presence in apparel factories versus footwear factories is that individual companies tend to 
represent a considerably smaller percentage of total factory production in apparel facilities than 
in those producing footwear.  Apparel factories typically have many brands as customers; 
footwear factories tend to have fewer customers and typically dedicate 100% of a facility to a 
brand.  A second difference relates to the number of employees, with apparel plants typically 
having fewer employees than those producing footwear.   
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FLA 2004 Independent External Monitoring (IEM): 
Findings and Analysis 
 
This section provides an overview of the aggregate findings of FLA independent external 
monitoring (IEM) visits conducted in 2004.   As is evident from a review of FLA factory tracking 
charts, information collected during FLA monitoring visits is qualitative in nature.  In the interest 
of tracking trends and making comparisons, the FLA has translated qualitative information 
collected during IEM visits into quantitative data.  Please read the side bar to learn about the way 
this data was collected.  
 
Side-bar for this section:  
 
Understanding the data reported in this section  
 
To understand the data reported in this section, take for example the FLA Code provision relating 
to Harassment or Abuse.  The FLA Workplace Code states: “Every employee will be treated with 
respect and dignity.  No employee will be subject to any physical, sexual, psychological or verbal 
harassment or abuse.” The FLA Benchmarks provide monitors with guidance about the meaning 
of each FLA Code provision (click herei to see the benchmarks for Harassment or Abuse).  By way 
of example, if in the context of an IEM a monitor were to observe that: (1) workers in a factory 
are not allowed access to toilets; and (2) a manager is verbally abusive to workers, the monitor 
would report to the FLA instances of noncompliance with regard to two benchmarks, that is, two 
instances of noncompliance even though both relate to the same Code provision.  In contrast, if 
a monitor were to observe several instances of noncompliance with a single benchmark in a 
given factory, these will be counted as one noncompliance.  For example, if a monitor were to 
observe restrictions on access to toilets in different sections of the factory, these distinct 
instances of noncompliance would be cited once under Harassment or Abuse.   
 
Thus, the frequency of noncompliance with a particular Code provision can provide some general 
sense of factory conditions, but does not necessarily present the complete story.  Additionally, 
because the investigations are qualitative in nature, the quantitative information provided should 
not be taken as hard statistics but rather as indications of trends in the FLA supply chain.  The 
FLA is continuing to work in developing a database for improved processing and reporting of data 
collected during IEMs.  Please access individual factory tracking charts for a more comprehensive 
and detailed look at factory conditions.     
 
 
FLA findings and analysis are reviewed in the following sections: 
 
 IEM Findings in Terms of FLA Workplace Code Provisions: An Overview 
 Health and Safety  
 Wages and Benefits  
 Hours of Work 
 Overtime Compensation   
 Freedom of Association and Collective Bargaining 
 Code Awareness  
 Forced Labor 
 Child Labor 
 Harassment or Abuse 
 Nondiscrimination 
 Miscellaneous 
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IEM Findings in Terms of FLA Workplace Code Provisions: An Overview 
 
In 2004, IEMs were conducted at 94 facilities.  Monitoring findings from 88 of those visits have 
been compiled and processed for inclusion in this report.  Findings from six facilities have not 
been included because full information was not available at the time of processing.  Thirty-seven 
of the IEMs (39 percent) were conducted in factories with fewer than 500 employees, 20 IEMs 
(21%) in factories with between 501 and 1,000 employees, 22 IEMs (24 percent) in factories 
with between 1,001 and 2,500 employees, and 15 IEMs (16%) in factories exceeding 2,500 
employees.  
 
Overall, 1,603 noncompliance issues were observed by monitors and reported to the FLA in 2004. 
The distribution of noncompliances in 2004 by Code element is shown in Graph 4.  Most of the 
instances of noncompliance (44.0 percent) corresponded to the Health and Safety Code element, 
followed by Wages and Benefits, Hours of Work, and Overtime Compensation combined (27.5 
percent), Code Awareness (9.1 percent), Harassment or Abuse (5.1 percent), Freedom of 
Association (4.0 percent), with smaller shares for other Code provisions.  
 
Graph 4: FLA 2004 IEM Findings by Code Element 
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Note: Data represents 88 factories. 
 
The 1,603 noncompliance issues observed in 2004 translated into an average of roughly 18.2 
instances of noncompliance per factory (based on the 88 IEMs completed at the time of this 
writing).  IEMs conducted at plants with fewer than 500 employees averaged about 12 instances 
of noncompliance, while those at plants ranging from 501 to 1,000 employees averaged about 20 
instances of noncompliance, those at plants ranging from 1,001 to 2,500 employees averaged 
just under 19 instances, and those at plants with over 2,500 employees averaged about 25 
instances. 
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The 18.2 instances of noncompliance per IEM in 2004 compares with 15.1 instances of 
noncompliance per factory identified in the previous cycle of FLA monitoring (Year Two, 
corresponding to calendar year 2003).    The reader is cautioned not to interpret increases in the 
rate of noncompliance over time as indicating a deterioration in working conditions in the supply 
chain subject to IEMs, but rather to several factors, among them improvement in the quality of 
monitors used by the FLA, enhancements in the audit instrument, and greater experience of the 
monitors with the audit instrument and FLA monitoring requirements.  Moreover, it is important 
to note that noncompliance with a benchmark may represent a technical violation regarding a 
labor compliance process rather than a substantive violation of a labor standard.  For example, 
none of the factories that were independently monitored in 2004 showed evidence of forced or 
bonded labor.  The bulk of the noncompliance findings for the Forced Labor Code provision 
related to personnel or record-keeping practices that did not comply with FLA standards.  
Similarly, there were no reports of children actually working in the factories that were audited; 
about a quarter of the instances of noncompliance with the Child Labor Code provision identified 
in 2004 had to do with incomplete or fraudulent age documentation and a similar share had to do 
with factories not addressing legal provisions applicable to juvenile workers, who have reached 
the minimum legal working age as defined by local law, but due to their age are limited in the 
kind of work that they are allowed to do. 
 
The FLA has continued to increase the level of quality control of monitoring reports by 
headquarters staff, which has also improved the rigor of monitoring results.  FLA staff examined 
all factory reports and reviewed areas that needed further clarification with monitors.  In some 
cases, FLA staff accompanied monitors on IEM visits to evaluate their approach to monitoring and 
reporting, and to help them to improve.   
 
Despite these improvements, the FLA recognizes that there is a continued need to improve the 
quality of monitoring.  Based on experiences in factories, it is apparent that FLA findings related 
to certain Code provisions such as Freedom of Association, Harassment or Abuse, and 
Discrimination, do not mirror the realities on the ground.  Improving the monitoring methodology 
with respect to these areas and monitors’ capacity to utilize it is expected to bring about 
necessary improvements in the quality of data that the FLA collects.   
 
Finally, it is important to note the limitations of monitoring, which captures instances of 
noncompliance but does not analyze the root causes.  This is not to say that monitoring efforts 
have not resulted in improvements in worker rights and working conditions.  On the contrary, 
there are several forms of noncompliance that have a significant impact on workers, such as the 
non-payment of wages and overtime, that upon detection result in immediate remediation 
(payment of overdue amounts) and benefit to workers.  Nonetheless, there is a need to move 
beyond monitoring to proactively address the root causes of the noncompliances and implement 
remediation responses that are sustainable and preventative. The FLA is seeking to enhance 
monitoring efforts and move beyond the current generation of monitoring through a new 
methodology, termed FLA 3.0 which is being piloted through FLA projects such as the sustainable 
compliance and soccer projects.  For more information on FLA projects and how they enhance 
overall FLA monitoring please read the Special Projects chapter in this report. 
 
Health and Safety  
Wages and Benefits  
Hours of Work 
Overtime Compensation   
Freedom of Association and Collective Bargaining 
Code Awareness  
Harassment or Abuse 
Forced Labor 
Nondiscrimination 
Child Labor 
Miscellaneous 
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Health and Safety:  
 
 
WORKPLACE CODE PROVISION: “Employers will provide a safe and healthy 
working environment to prevent accidents and injury to health arising out of, 
linked with, or occurring in the course of work or as a result of the operation 
of employer facilities.”    
 
Click here ii to access FLA Benchmarks for this provision. 
 
 
 
Graph 5: FLA 2004 IEM Findings – Health and Safety 
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Please note that these findings represent the 1,603 incidences of separate noncompliance issues as found in 88 of the 94 
factories subjected to IEMs in 2004.  
 
The most commonly reported noncompliance issues remediated in 2004 related to Health and 
Safety, making up a total of 44.0 percent of all reported noncompliances (Graph 5).  Health and 
Safety issues reached as high as 53 percent of the total number of instances of noncompliance 
reported from IEMs in South Asia and the EMEA region.  As compared to other Code provisions, 
e.g., Freedom of Association, Harassment or Abuse, or Nondiscrimination, many Health and 
Safety issues are readily detectable through physical inspection. This may in part explain its high 
rate of reported noncompliance vis-à-vis the other Code provisions.  Nonetheless, the findings 
clearly indicate that Health and Safety issues are pervasive around the globe.  Nearly one-half 
(49 percent) of the total number of noncompliances regarding Safety and Health originated in 
South Asia, about one-fifth in South East Asia (22 percent), and the rest were about equally 
distributed among the Americas, East Asia, and the EMEA region (Graph 6). 
 
Please click here to visit the tracking charts to review how various companies have worked to 
remediate these and other issues. 
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Graph 6 
 
Regional Breakdown: Health and Safety Noncompliance
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Please note that these findings represent the 1,603 incidences of separate noncompliance issues as found in 88 of the 94 
factories subjected to IEMs in 2004.  
 
In 2004, 22 percent of the instances of Health and Safety noncompliance corresponded to 
violations of the posting and evacuation procedures benchmark, while 12 percent related to 
safety equipment, 11 percent to personal protection equipment, and 10 percent to 
ventilation/electrical/facility maintenance.   
 
Click hereiii to access a breakdown of reported noncompliance issues in 2004 tallied according to 
the Health and Safety benchmarks.  
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Wages and Benefits: 
 
 
WORKPLACE CODE PROVISION: “Employers recognize that wages are 
essential to meeting employees’ basic needs. Employers will pay 
employees, as a base, at least the minimum wage required by local law 
or the prevailing industry wage, whichever is higher, and will provide 
legally mandated benefits.” 
Click hereiv to access FLA Benchmarks for this provision. 
 
 
 
Graph 7: FLA 2004 IEM Findings – Wages and Benefits 
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Please note that these findings represent the 1,603 incidences of separate noncompliance issues as found in 88 of the 94 
factories subjected to IEMs in 2004.  
 
The Wages and Benefits provision had the highest rate of reported noncompliance in 2004 after 
Health and Safety, with 14.4 percent of all noncompliances (Graph 7). Click herev for a complete 
breakdown of the 231 incidents of noncompliance with the Wages and Benefits Code provision in 
2004.  Overall, noncompliances related to Wages and Benefits accounted for 14.4 percent of total 
reported noncompliances.  In the East Asian region, however, 20 percent of reported 
noncompliances related to the Wages and Benefits provision.  South Asia accounted for 42 
percent of noncompliances related to Wages and Benefits, while East Asia accounted for 22 
percent and South East Asia for 21 percent (Graph 8). 
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Graph 8 
 
Regional Breakdown: Wages and Benefits Noncompliance
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Please note that these findings represent the 1,603 incidences of separate noncompliance issues as found in 88 of the 94 
factories subjected to IEMs in 2004.  
 
Among the most commonly reported noncompliance issues were factory failure to pay workers’ 
legal benefits (14 percent of noncompliance with this Code provision), inadequate time recording 
systems (10 percent), lack of worker awareness of their wages and benefits (9 percent summing 
up incidents of noncompliance related to wage and benefits awareness, posting of wages and 
benefits, and access to information on wages and benefits), and noncompliance regarding 
payment of the legal minimum or prevailing industry wages (8 percent).  
 
As is the case with regard to Health and Safety findings, the high rate of noncompliance with this 
Code provision may in part reflect monitors’ relative strength in monitoring for noncompliance in 
this area.  Noncompliance with this provision can often be identified through a review of records, 
since factories are required to document hours of work, pay, and benefits.  A trained monitor can 
often find evidence of noncompliance through a review of time slips, payroll records, pay slips, 
overtime records, and other documentation.  Worker interviews can also elucidate noncompliance 
since a series of questions can highlight whether a worker understands a factories’ pay system or 
whether pay reflects the hours worked.  
 
Despite the high rate of noncompliance with Wages and Benefits, however, some observe that it 
may still be underreported. With periodic monitoring by sourcing companies and other 
independent groups, factory personnel have become sophisticated in concealing noncompliance 
related to wages.  They often hide original documents and show monitors falsified books. In 
2004, 4 percent of the incidents of noncompliance regarding the Wages and Benefits Code 
element related to false payroll records and record maintenance.  While it is not backed by 
verifiable evidence, it is likely that the rate of incidence of falsified records relating to hours and 
wages (i.e., Hours of Work and Overtime Compensation) is higher than actually reported.  
 
Please click here to visit the tracking charts to review how various companies have worked to 
remediate these and other issues. 
2005 FLA Annual Public Report 39
 
Hours of Work 
 
 
WORKPLACE CODE PROVISION: “Except in extraordinary business 
circumstances, employees will (i) not be required to work more than 
the lesser of (a) 48 hours per week and 12 hours overtime or (b) the 
limits on regular and overtime hours allowed by the law of the country 
of manufacture or, where the laws of such country will not limit the 
hours of work, the regular work week in such country plus 12 hours 
overtime; and (ii) be entitled to at least one day off in every seven day 
period.” 
 
Click here v to access FLA Benchmarks for this provision. 
 
 
 
Graph 9: FLA 2004 IEM Findings – Hours of Work 
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Please note that these findings represent the 1,603 incidences of separate noncompliance issues as found in 88 of the 94 
factories subjected to IEMs in 2004.  
 
 
In 2004, 118 individual incidents related to noncompliance with the Hours of Work Code 
provision were identified by monitors.  These incidents represented 7.4 percent of all 
noncompliance issues identified (Graph 9). Click here to access a breakdown of reported 
noncompliance issues in 2004 tallied according to the Hours of Work benchmarks.vi  A third of the 
noncompliances with respect to this Code provision were found in South Asia, followed by 25 
percent in South East Asia, and 15 percent in EMEA (Graph 10).  
 
2005 FLA Annual Public Report 40
Sixty-nine percent of all noncompliance with this Code provision related to excessive overtime 
hours. In China, for example, findings of excessive overtime were not uncommon, even in 
factories where factory managers can acquire a waiver from the local labor bureau that permits 
them to employ workers for more than the legally-allowed overtime limits (a maximum of 36 
hours of overtime per month). These waivers, which tend to be valid for six months, are often 
easy to obtain. In fact, based on investigations in China, the FLA believes there is a risk that 
waivers can be acquired through bribes or local connections with labor departments.  The FLA 
does not consider local waivers to be valid if they do not comply with China’s national standards; 
therefore, even if factories had obtained such permits, they were not considered to be in 
compliance with the Code if they went beyond national work hour restrictions. 
 
Graph 10 
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Please note that these findings represent the 1,603 incidences of separate noncompliance issues as found in 88 of the 94 
factories subjected to IEMs in 2004. 
 
In working with companies to remediate Hours of Work noncompliance, the FLA has observed 
that the underlying causes of excessive overtime include pressures on workers to achieve high 
production quotas set by management, inflexible and very tight production deadlines, late 
delivery of materials, and strict and sometimes outdated domestic labor laws.   
 
The FLA Hours of Work in China pilot project is based on the premise that excessive hours of 
work persist in Chinese factories because the underlying causes have not been clearly defined 
and addressed in compliance audits and corrective action programs.  The project operates 
through assessment visits to the Chinese supply chain of FLA PCs in order to determine the 
underlying causes of excessive hours of work, design a training program capable of improving 
compliance with hours of work rules, and develop a pilot program to test the components of the 
training program.  The project is currently in its pilot phase.  For more information on FLA 
projects, please read the Special Projects chapter in this report.  
 
Please click here to visit the tracking charts to review how various companies have worked to 
remediate these and other issues.
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Overtime Compensation  
 
 
WORKPLACE CODE PROVISION: “In addition to their compensation for 
regular hours of work, employees will be compensated for overtime 
hours at such premium rate as is legally required in the country of 
manufacture or, in those countries where such laws will not exist, at a 
rate at least equal to their regular hourly compensation rate.” 
 
Click here v to access FLA Benchmarks for this provision. 
 
 
Graph 11: FLA 2004 IEM Findings – Overtime Compensation 
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In 2004, monitors reported 92 instances of noncompliance related to the Overtime Compensation 
Code provision, or 5.7 percent of total reported noncompliances (Graph 11).  Forty percent of the 
noncompliances regarding this Code provision occurred in South Asia, 23 percent in South East 
Asia, and 15 percent in East Asia (Graph 12).   
 
Noncompliance with this Code provision related primarily to unfair compensation for overtime 
hours (36 percent); lack of accurate recording of overtime hours (23 percent); incorrect use of 
meal and rest breaks (12 percent); and inadequate awareness among workers of overtime 
compensation (9 percent). Click here to access a breakdown of noncompliance issues in 2004 
tallied according to the Wages and Benefits benchmarks.vii  
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Graph 12 
Regional Breakdown: Overtime Compensation Noncompliance
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Please note that these findings represent the 1,603 incidences of separate noncompliance issues as found in 88 of the 94 
factories subjected to IEMs in 2004. 
 
In some instances, unfair compensation of overtime hours resulted in workers not being paid at 
the overtime rates required by local law in different countries.  In other cases, workers worked 
during one half of their lunch hour and were not compensated. Interviews demonstrated that 
workers faced unpleasant consequences for refusing to work overtime, and that overtime was 
the rule, rather than the exception for many workers.  
 
In many cases, overtime compensation noncompliance was due to management’s failure to 
provide complete records of overtime work.  Monitors also observed that some supervisors were 
keeping separate books to record overtime, and did not want to disclose those records to 
monitors. 
 
Please click here to visit the tracking charts to review how various companies have worked to 
remediate these and other issues.
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Freedom of Association and Collective Bargaining 
 
 
WORKPLACE CODE PROVISION: “Employers will recognize and respect 
the right of employees to freedom of association and collective 
bargaining.” 
 
Click here (link to viii) to access FLA Benchmarks for this provision. 
 
 
Graph 13: FLA 2004 IEM Findings – Freedom of Association and Collective Bargaining 
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Please note that these findings represent the 1,603 incidences of separate noncompliance issues as found in 88 of the 94 
factories subjected to IEMs in 2004. 
 
In 2004, 4.0 percent of the total IEM noncompliance findings related to Freedom of Association 
(Graph 13).  South East Asia and East Asia were the two regions with the largest percentage of 
noncompliances regarding the Code provision, with 32 and 31 percent, respectively of total 
noncompliances (Graph 14).   
 
As discussed in the featured issue of the Year Two report [see the Year Two Feature Issue: 
Freedom of Association], Freedom of Association is an essential, yet challenging, Code provision 
to enforce due in part to the complex nature of this international standard, which accords 
workers the right to form or join organizations of their choosing.  Because workers are given this 
choice, it is often difficult to identify and document the reasons for workers not forming or joining 
an organization and whether the absence of a union may constitute an occurrence of 
noncompliance.  These complexities also make remediation challenging.   
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Graph 14 
Regional Breakdown: Freedom of Association Noncompliance
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Please note that these findings represent the 1,603 incidences of separate noncompliance issues as found in 88 of the 94 
factories subjected to IEMs in 2004. 
 
Of the 64 reported instances of Freedom of Association noncompliance identified by monitors, 28 
or 44 percent were classified by monitors as restrictions on workers’ right to establish and join 
organizations of their own choosing without previous authorization. In many cases, workers’ 
rights were limited by local laws.  For example, all factories in China were found to be in 
noncompliance with this Standard.  FLA monitors also found cases where hiring practices 
discriminated against union-affiliated workers, and where management interfered in union 
activities or tried to prevent union development. Click here to access a breakdown of reported 
noncompliance issues in 2004 tallied according to the Freedom of Association benchmarks.ix    
 
After finding widespread use of blacklists in the Central American region, the FLA launched the 
Central America Project (FLA CAmP), whose main objective is to counter discriminatory practices 
in the textile and apparel industry, including but not limited to union affiliation, in Honduras, 
Guatemala and El Salvador. In order to achieve this objective, the FLA has been working to 
promote a culture of compliance in the textile and apparel sector through the use of Guidelines of 
Good Practice to ensure equal opportunities and treatment in hiring, firing, disciplinary, and 
grievance policies and procedures. The Guidelines of Good Practice are tools for general 
managers and human resources personnel to be able to develop policies and procedures that 
ensure equal opportunities and treatment for workers for any area covered by international 
conventions, national legislation, and the FLA Code of Conduct. At the same time the project also 
provides capacity building and assistance to strengthen the labor administration through the 
training of labor inspectors and other civil servants working in the social protection departments 
of the Ministries.  In addition to the elaboration of the Guidelines, the FLA CAmP has developed 
training material to accompany them in order to provide employers with practical examples that 
make them more understandable.  For more information on the FLA CAmP, please read the 
Special Projects chapter in this report. 
 
 Please click here to visit the tracking charts to review how various companies have worked to 
remediate these and other issues. 
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Code Awareness  
 
Graph 15: FLA 2004 IEM Findings – Code Awareness 
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Please note that these findings represent the 1,603 incidences of separate noncompliance issues as found in 88 of the 94 
factories subjected to IEMs in 2004. 
 
In 2004, FLA-accredited monitors uncovered 145 instances of noncompliance with Code 
Awareness, roughly 9.1 percent of all reported noncompliance issues (Graph 15). The regions 
with the highest incidence of noncompliances in this area were South Asia (36 percent of 
noncompliances), East Asia (22 percent), and the Americas (18 percent) (Graph 16). 
 
Code Awareness is unique in that it is not a Code provision itself, but rather is one of the Charter 
Obligations that all companies must strive to achieve.  Workers’ awareness of Code provisions is 
essential for their effective implementation on a daily basis, and FLA companies are obligated to 
ensure workers’ and managers’ awareness of the Code.  Factories’ fulfillment of this obligation is 
measured by three benchmarks:  the posting of a Code of Conduct that makes the standards 
clear; worker and management awareness of the Code; and a mechanism in the factory for 
reporting noncompliance with the Code. Click here to access a breakdown of reported 
noncompliance issues in 2004 tallied according to Code Awareness.x  
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Graph 16 
 
Regional Breakdown: Code Awareness Noncompliance
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Please note that these findings represent the 1,603 incidences of separate noncompliance issues as found in 88 of the 94 
factories subjected to IEMs in 2004. 
 
Overall, 43 percent of all noncompliance issues raised dealt with lack of awareness about the 
code from workers and managers, and 35 percent with the lack of a mechanism by which 
workers can report noncompliance issues; FLA companies are required to provide workers with a 
channel through which they can communicate grievances to brand representatives.  Another 17 
percent of noncompliance instances were related to failure in posting the code and establishing 
clear standards. 
 
Although this is still an area for improvement, some companies have worked to make code 
awareness the obligation that provides a channel for workers to communicate grievances in 
innovative ways. While most have installed suggestion boxes designed for discreet submission of 
grievances, some have also provided workers with prepaid postcards addressed to company 
representatives.  Others have experimented with free hotline numbers, and many post the cell 
phone and office numbers of local human rights compliance staff in the factories.  Still others 
have worked with local organizations to collect and address grievances.  
 
It is worth noting that as companies work to improve local compliance structures, some have 
worked to train workers and management to install or strengthen internal factory grievance 
systems.   The hope is that problems can be resolved more quickly and effectively at the factory 
level, that management and workers strengthen their trust and relationships, and that contacting 
brands concerning noncompliance can become a last resort.  
 
As stated above, worker and management Code Awareness was also a challenging area, 
representing 17 percent of all reported noncompliance issues in this section.  Despite company 
Code postings in local languages, and requirements for management to regularly communicate 
the standards verbally, Code Awareness levels among workers are low in many factories. This is 
often exacerbated by high rates of worker turnover. Regular training sessions about the Code 
and local labor laws and the provision of worker handbooks are suggested remediation 
approaches for these issues.  The FLA has observed several instances of such company efforts 
2005 FLA Annual Public Report 47
improving Code awareness.  Programs focused on involving local NGOs, unions, or worker 
representatives in administering worker education have proven to be especially effective.  
 
Please click here to visit the tracking charts to review how various companies have worked to 
remediate these and other issues. 
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Harassment or Abuse 
 
 
WORKPLACE CODE PROVISION:  “Every employee will be treated with 
respect and dignity.  No employee will be subject to any physical, sexual, 
psychological or verbal harassment or abuse.” 
 
Click here xito access FLA Benchmarks for this provision. 
 
 
Graph 17: FLA 2004 IEM Findings – Harassment or Abuse 
 
HARASSMENT OR ABUSE 
Code Awareness, 9.1%
Health and Safety, 44%
OT Compensation, 5.7%
 Wages and Benefits
14.4%
, Freedom of Association
4%
Nondiscrimination, 2.9%
Hours of Work, 7.4%
 Harassment or Abuse
5.1%
Miscellaneous, 3.5%
Ch
ild 
La
bo
r, 
1%
Forced Labor, 2.5%
 
Please note that these findings represent the 1,603 incidences of separate noncompliance issues as found in 88 of the 94 
factories subjected to IEMs in 2004. 
  
 
Noncompliance with the Code provision on Harassment or Abuse constituted 81 cases, or 5.1 
percent, of all reported noncompliance in 2004 (Graph 17).  South East Asia accounted for 44 
percent of noncompliances with this Code element, followed by South Asia (37 percent) (Graph 
18).   
 
Click here to access a breakdown noncompliance issues in 2004 tallied according to the 
Harassment or Abuse benchmarks.xii   
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Graph 18 
 
Regional Breakdown: Harrassment or Abuse Noncompliance
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Please note that these findings represent the 1,603 incidences of separate noncompliance issues as found in 88 of the 94 
factories subjected to IEMs in 2004. 
 
Nineteen percent of Harassment or Abuse cases in 2004 involved inadequate training of 
management in disciplinary practices and 13 percent involved verbal abuse of workers by 
supervisors. Interviews have consistently revealed, however, that it is likely that many more 
verbal abuse cases go unreported in factories because workers are often intimidated to report 
verbal abuse to managers for fear of losing their jobs.   
 
Eleven percent of reported noncompliance with this Code provision related to workers being 
subjected to monetary fines or penalties for arriving late at the factory, taking a day off without 
prior notice, or losing sewing equipment.  Sexual harassment was reported in three factories in 
2004.  This low incidence of sexual harassment findings seems to reflect underreporting of an 
issue that can be difficult for workers to communicate and monitors to detect.  
 
Please click here to visit the tracking charts to review how various companies have worked to 
remediate these and other issues.
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Forced Labor: 
 
 
WORKPLACE CODE PROVISION: “There will not be any use of forced labor, 
whether in the form of prison labor, indentured labor, bonded labor or 
otherwise.” 
 
Click here xiii to access FLA Benchmarks for this provision. 
 
 
 
Graph 19: FLA 2004 IEM Findings – Forced Labor  
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Please note that these findings represent the 1,603 incidences of separate noncompliance issues as found in 88 of the 94 
factories subjected to IEMs in 2004. 
 
Forced Labor made up 2.5 percent of all reported noncompliance issues in 2004 (Graph 19).  
South Asia was responsible for the largest share of noncompliances with this Code provision (42 
percent), followed by South East Asia (36 percent) (Graph 20).  Click here to access a breakdown 
of reported noncompliance issues in 2004 tallied according to the Forced Labor benchmarks.xiv 
 
It is important to note that the FLA Benchmarks for the Forced Labor Code Provision are not 
limited to “forced labor” or “bonded labor.”  (Click here to access the FLA Forced Labor 
Benchmarks. – go to endnote xiv) In fact, none of the factories that were independently 
monitored in 2004 showed evidence of forced or bonded labor.  The bulk of the noncompliance 
findings for this provision related to personnel or recordkeeping practices that did not comply 
with FLA standards.  Forty percent of the noncompliances regarding the code provision related to 
inadequate hiring and employment records to demonstrate and verify compliance and 10 percent 
related to unclear or undocumented employment terms. In other cases, workers were hired as 
daily workers or through a third party contractor, which enabled factories to avoid providing 
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various benefits and protections that full-time workers are entitled to by law.  Five percent of the 
noncompliances related to Forced Labor were linked to instances of factories withholding 
workers’ identification cards or other documentation, which limited workers’ freedom of 
movement.   
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Please note that these findings represent the 1,603 incidences of separate noncompliance issues as found in 88 of the 94 
factories subjected to IEMs in 2004. 
 
Please click here to visit the tracking charts to review how various companies have worked to 
remediate these and other issues. 
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Nondiscrimination 
 
 
WORKPLACE CODE PROVISION:  “No person will be subject to any 
discrimination in employment, including hiring, salary, benefits, 
advancement, discipline, termination or retirement, on the basis of gender, 
race, religion, age, disability, sexual orientation, nationality, political opinion, 
or social or ethnic origin.” 
 
Click here xv to access FLA Benchmarks for this provision. 
 
 
Graph 21: FLA 2004 IEM Findings – Nondiscrimination 
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In 2004, 2.9 percent of the total noncompliance issues reported related to the FLA’s 
Nondiscrimination provision (Graph 21). South East Asia accounted for over half of instances of 
noncompliance with the Code element (54 percent), followed by the Americas with 16 percent 
and South Asia and EMEA with 13 percent (Graph 22).  Click here to access a breakdown of 
reported noncompliance issues in 2004 tallied according to the Nondiscrimination benchmarks. xvi  
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Graph 22 
 
Regional Breakdown: Nondiscrimination Noncompliance
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Please note that these findings represent the 1,603 incidences of separate noncompliance issues as found in 88 of the 94 
factories subjected to IEMs in 2004. 
 
The bulk of instances of noncompliance with the Nondiscrimination Code provision related to 
hiring practices, with 51 percent of reported noncompliances.  Issues related to pregnancy 
benchmarks amounted to 17% of noncompliances, with pregnancy testing accounting for 15 
percent of all reported nondiscrimination cases and pregnancy discrimination for 2 percent.  
There were no reports of dismissal due to pregnancy, improper accommodation for pregnancy, 
pregnancy risks, or reproductive health violations in 2004. Further explanation of these 
categories can be reviewed in the FLA Benchmarks.   
 
The FLA main objective of the Central America Project (FLA CAmP) is to counter discriminatory 
practices in the textile and apparel industry in Honduras, Guatemala and El Salvador. In the 
context of this project, the FLA has developed Guidelines of Good Practice to ensure equal 
opportunities and treatment in hiring, firing, disciplinary, and grievance policies and procedures. 
In addition to developing the guidelines, project staff have trained managers, human resources 
directors, and ministry inspectors on policies and procedures that ensure equal opportunities of 
treatment for workers.  For more information on the FLA CAmP, please read the Special Projects 
chapter in this report. 
 
Please click here to visit the tracking charts to review how various companies have worked to 
remediate these and other issues.
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Child Labor 
 
 
WORKPLACE CODE PROVISION:  “No person will be employed at an age 
younger than 15 (or 14 where the law of the country of manufacture allows) 
or younger than the age for completing compulsory education in the country 
of manufacture where such age is higher than 15.” 
 
Click here xvii to access FLA Benchmarks for this provision. 
 
 
Graph 23: FLA 2004 IEM Findings – Child Labor  
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Please note that these findings represent the 1,603 incidences of separate noncompliance issues as found in 88 of the 94 
factories subjected to IEMs in 2004. 
 
Although FLA-accredited monitors uncovered 24 instances of noncompliance with the FLA Child 
Labor Code provision, or 1.5 percent of total noncompliances, there were no reports of children 
actually working in the factories that were audited (Graph 23).  Nearly half of the 
noncompliances with this Code provision were recorded in South Asia (49 percent), followed by 
South East Asia (26 percent) and East Asia (21 percent) (Graph 24).  Click here to access a 
breakdown of reported noncompliance issues in 2004 tallied according to the Child Labor 
benchmarks.xviii    
 
About one quarter of the instances of noncompliance with the Child Labor Code provision 
identified in 2004 had to do with incomplete or fraudulent age documentation and a similar share 
had to do with factories not addressing legal provisions applicable to juvenile workers who have 
reached the minimum legal working age as defined by local law, but due to their age are limited 
in the kind of work that they are allowed to do.  Working with dangerous chemicals or using 
heavy or dangerous machinery are among the kinds of work that these workers are restricted 
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from doing in many countries.  In the reported instances of noncompliance, juvenile workers 
were engaged in restricted work, such as dying cloth or cutting.  In these cases, the companies 
worked with factories to ensure that the legal limitations for juvenile work were understood, and 
that necessary arrangements were made for these workers.   
 
Graph 24 
 
Regional Breakdown: Child Labor Noncompliance
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Please note that these findings represent the 1,603 incidences of separate noncompliance issues as found in 88 of the 94 
factories subjected to IEMs in 2004. 
 
   
Please click here to visit the tracking charts to review how various companies have worked to 
remediate these and other issues. 
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Miscellaneous  
 
Graph 25: FLA 2004 IEM Findings – Miscellaneous 
 
MISCELLANEOUS 
Forced Labor, 2%
Child Labor, 1.5%
Miscellaneous, 3.5%
Harassment or Abuse, 5.1%
Hours of Work, 7.4%
Nondiscrimination, 2.9%
Freedom of Association, 4%
Wages and Benefits, 14.4%
OT Compensation, 5.7%
Health and Safety, 44%
Code Awareness, 9.1%
 
Please note that these findings represent the 1,603 incidences of separate noncompliance issues as found in 88 of the 94 
factories subjected to IEMs in 2004. 
 
The Miscellaneous category captures issues such as legal or contractual noncompliances that 
were observed by FLA-accredited monitors that are not currently included in the FLA Code or 
Benchmarks but nevertheless are inconsistent with applicable national and local laws or with FLA 
participating company requirements.  Miscellaneous issues accounted for 3.5 percent of the total 
number of noncompliances (Graph 24); nearly one-half of the noncompliances in this category 
(47 percent) were recorded in South Asia, followed by 22 percent in South East Asia and 18 
percent in the Americas (Graph 25).  Click here to access a breakdown of reported miscellaneous 
noncompliance issues in 2004.xix 
 
The majority of the instances of noncompliance in the Miscellaneous category (64 percent) fell 
under the rubric of Miscellaneous Other and typically referred to inconsistencies with national 
labor law or practice identified by the monitors.  They included improper documentation or 
Human Resources processes in the factory, lack of welfare officers in countries where it is 
required by law, unsafe transportation for workers, failure to provide worship space for workers, 
improper documentation for security guards, and maintenance and canteen workers, and 
exceeding the number of workers that are licensed to be employed through contractors. 
 
Thirty-two percent of noncompliances in this category referred to illegal subcontracting, that is, 
subcontracting to contractors involved in production processes (e.g., embroidery, washing, 
dyeing) that had not been approved by the FLA participating company operating in the factory.  
In these cases, factories were instructed by the participating company to stop subcontracting to 
unapproved facilities immediately.  In most cases, the subcontractors were subsequently 
approved by the company after labor conditions at the subcontracted factory had been 
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investigated.  Four percent of noncompliances referred to possible situations of home-based work 
where the working conditions could not be monitored by the participating company. 
  
 
Graph 32 
 
Regional Breakdown: Miscellaneous Noncompliance
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Please note that these findings represent the 1,603 incidences of separate noncompliance issues as found in 88 of the 94 
factories subjected to IEMs in 2004. 
 
 
 
Please click here to visit the tracking charts to review how various companies have worked to 
remediate these and other issues.
2005 FLA Annual Public Report 58
 
 
                                                 
i HARASSMENT OR ABUSE  
 
WORKPLACE CODE PROVISION:  Every employee will be treated with respect and 
dignity.  No employee will be subject to any physical, sexual, psychological or verbal 
harassment of abuse. 
 
Benchmarks 
 
 Employers will utilize progressive discipline, e.g., escalating discipline using steps such as 
verbal warning, written warning, suspension, termination.  Any exceptions to this rule, e.g., 
immediate termination for theft or assault, shall be in writing and clearly communicated to 
workers. 
 
 Employers will not use physical discipline, including slaps, pushes or other forms of physical 
      contact (or threats of physical discipline). 
 
 Employers shall not offer preferential work assignments or other preferential treatment of 
any kind in actual or implied exchange for a sexual relationship, nor subject employees to 
prejudicial treatment of any kind in retaliation for refused sexual advances. 
 
 Employers will utilize consistent written disciplinary practices that are applied fairly among all 
workers. 
 
 Employers will provide training to managers and supervisors in appropriate disciplinary 
practices. 
 
 Management will discipline (could include combinations of counseling, warnings, demotions, 
and termination) anyone (including managers or fellow workers) who engages in any 
physical, sexual, psychological or verbal harassment or abuse. 
 
 Employers will maintain written records of disciplinary actions taken. 
 
 Employers will prohibit screaming, threatening, or demeaning verbal language.  
 
 Security practices will be gender-appropriate and non-intrusive. 
 
 Access to food, water, toilets, medical care or health clinics or other basic necessities will not 
be used as either reward or punishment. 
 
 Employers will not unreasonably restrain freedom of movement of workers, including 
movement in canteen, during breaks, using toilets, accessing water, or to access necessary 
medical attention. 
 
 Employers will not use monetary fines and penalties for poor performance. 
 
 
ii  HEALTH AND SAFETY 
 
A. WORKPLACE CODE PROVISION: Employers will provide a safe and healthy working 
environment to prevent accidents and injury to health arising out of, linked with, or 
occurring in the course of work or as a result of the operation of employer facilities.    
 
B. Benchmarks 
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 Employer will comply with applicable health and safely laws and regulations.  In any case 
where laws and Code of conduct are contradictory, the higher standards will apply.  The 
factory will possess all legally required permits. 
 
 All documents required to be available to workers and management by applicable laws (such 
as policies, MSDS, etc.) shall be made available in the prescribed manner and in the local 
language or language spoken by majority of the workers if different from the local language. 
 
 All applicable legally required or recommended elements of safe evacuation (such as posting 
of evacuation plans, unblocked aisles/exits, employee education, evacuation procedures, 
etc.) shall be complied with and workers shall be trained in proper safety, first aid, and 
evacuation procedures. 
 
 All safety and medical equipment (such as fire fighting equipment, first aid kits, etc.) shall be 
in place, maintained as prescribed and accessible to the employees. 
 
 Workers shall wear appropriate protective equipment (such as gloves, eye protection, hearing 
protection, respiratory protection, etc.) to prevent unsafe exposure (such as inhalation or 
contact with solvent vapors, noise, dust, etc.) to hazardous elements including medical 
waste. 
 
 All chemicals and hazardous substances should be properly labeled and stored in accordance 
with applicable laws.  Workers should receive training, appropriate to their job 
responsibilities, in the safe use of chemicals and other hazardous substances. 
 
 To prevent unsafe exposure to hazardous chemicals, appropriate accommodations shall be 
made for pregnant women and minors as required by applicable laws in a manner that does 
not unreasonably disadvantage employees. 
 
 All ventilation, plumbing, electrical, and lighting services shall be provided and maintained to 
conform to applicable laws and prevent hazardous conditions to employees in the facility.  
 
 All safety and accident reports shall be maintained for at least one year, or longer if required 
by law. 
 
 All production machinery and equipment shall be maintained, properly guarded, and 
operated in a safe manner. 
 
 All facilities including factory buildings, toilets, canteens, kitchens, and clinics, shall be kept 
clean and safe and be in compliance with applicable laws. 
 
 All food preparation shall be prepared, stored, and served in a sanitary manner in accordance 
with applicable laws. Safe drinking water should be available in each building. 
 
 All dormitories shall be kept secure, clean and have safety provisions (such as fire 
extinguishers, first aid kits, unobstructed emergency exits, emergency lighting, etc.).  
Emergency evacuation drills should also be conducted at least annually. 
 
 Workers should be involved in planning for safety, including through worker safety 
committees. 
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iii  
Table 2: Health and Safety Noncompliance in 2004 – By Benchmark 
Health and Safety Benchmarks Number of 
Noncompliance 
Issues 
Percent of Total 
Fire Safety  Health and Safety legal compliance 51 7 
Document Maintenance/ Accessibility 27 4 
Postings and Evacuation Procedure 157 22 
Safety Equipment 87 12 
PPE 75 11 
Chemical Management  52 7 
Chemical Management for Pregnant women and 
juvenile workers 1 0 
Ventilation/ Electrical/ facility maintenance 71 10 
Accident Record Maintenance 8 1 
Machinery Maintenance 35 5 
Sanitation in Facilities 45 6 
Sanitation in Dining Area 11 2 
Sanitation in Dormitories 18 3 
Worker Participation 16 2 
Health & Safety Other 51 7 
Total 705 100% 
 
 
iv  WAGES AND BENEFITS, HOURS OF WORK AND OVERTIME COMPENSATION 
  
A.  WORKPLACE CODE PROVISIONS:  
 
WAGES AND BENEFITS: Employers recognize that wages are essential to meeting 
employees’ basic needs. Employers will pay employees, as a base, at least the 
minimum wage required by local law or the prevailing industry wage, whichever is 
higher, and will provide legally mandated benefits. 
 
HOURS OF WORK: Except in extraordinary business circumstances, employees will (i) 
not be required to work more than the lesser of (a) 48 hours per week and 12 hours 
overtime or (b) the limits on regular and overtime hours allowed by the law of the 
country of manufacture or, where the laws of such country will not limit the hours of 
work, the regular work week in such country plus 12 hours overtime; and (ii) be 
entitled to at least one day off in every seven day period. 
 
OVERTIME COMPENSATION: In addition to their compensation for regular hours of 
work, employees will be compensated for overtime hours at such premium rate as is 
legally required in the country of manufacture or, in those countries where such laws 
will not exist, at a rate at least equal to their regular hourly compensation rate. 
 
 
B.  Benchmarks  
 
 Employers will pay workers the legal minimum wage or the prevailing industry wage, 
whichever is higher.  
 
 Where training wages are legally allowed, no worker will be paid a training wage for more 
than three months cumulatively. 
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 Employers will communicate orally and in writing to all employees in the language of the 
worker the wages, incentive systems, benefits and bonuses to which all workers are entitled 
in that company and under the applicable law. 
 
 All notices that are legally required to be posted in the factory work areas will be posted.  All 
legally required documents, such as copies of legal Code or law, will be kept at the factory 
and available for inspection. 
 
 In general, workers will have access to understandable information about their wages and 
benefits, and will not express dissatisfaction with their ability to get information. 
 
 All workers have a right to use or not to use employer provided services, such as housing or 
meals. 
 
 Deductions for services to employees will not exceed the cost of the service to the employer.  
If questioned, employers will demonstrate the reasonableness of these charges. 
 
 Accurate and reliable payroll reporting, including pay stubs will be provided. 
 
 Employers will provide workers a pay statement each pay period, which will show earned 
wages, regular and overtime pay, bonuses and all deductions. 
 
 Time worked by all employees, regardless of compensation system, will be documented by 
time cards or other accurate and reliable recording systems such as electronic swipe cards. 
 
 All compensation records will be maintained accurately and should be acknowledged by the 
employee as accurate. 
 
 Employers will provide all legally mandated benefits to all eligible workers. 
 
 Legally mandated bonuses (e.g., 13th month payments and severance payments will be paid 
in full and in a timely manner). 
 
 Legally mandated benefits will be provided or paid in full within legally defined time periods. 
 
 All legally mandated deductions for taxes, social insurance, or other purposes will be 
deposited each pay period in the legally defined account or transmitted to the legally defined 
agency.  This includes any lawful garnishments for back taxes, etc.  The employer will not 
hold any of these funds over from one pay period to the other unless the law specifies that 
deposits are to be made less frequently than pay periods (e.g., monthly deposits, weekly 
pay).  If the law does not specify, then deposits will be made before the next pay period in 
all cases.   
 
 All voluntary deductions (savings clubs, loan payments, etc.) will be credited to proper 
accounts and funds will not be held illegally or inappropriately by employers.   
 
 Workers will be paid for holidays and leave as required by law.   
 
 All hourly wages, piecework, bonuses, and other incentives will be calculated and recorded 
accurately. 
 
 All compensation shall be paid in a timely manner. 
 
 Workers paid on the basis of incentive quotas will be paid not less than the minimum or 
prevailing wage, whichever is higher. 
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 Regardless of any production quotas, incentives will not be reduced or unpaid if the result 
will be wages below the minimum wage. 
 
 Employers will not use hidden or multiple payroll records in order to hide overtime, to falsely 
demonstrate hourly wages, or for any other fraudulent reason. 
 
 All legally required payroll documents, journals and reports will be available complete, 
accurate and up-to date.  (In the United States terms this would include W-4s, I-9s, green 
cards, 941s and supporting material.) 
 
 All employees will be credited with all time worked for an employer for purposes of 
calculating length of service to determine the benefits to which workers are entitled. 
 
 Under extraordinary business circumstances, employers will make extensive efforts to secure 
voluntary overtime work prior to mandating involuntary overtime. 
 
 Positive incentives will be utilized, and known by the workers. 
 
 Negative incentives or punitive actions will not used to induce overtime in excess of Code 
standards. 
 
 Employer personnel practices will demonstrate an effort to maintain a level of staffing that is 
reasonable in view of predictable or continuing fluctuations in business demand.  
 
 Except in extraordinary business circumstances, employees will (i) not be required to work 
more than the lesser of (a) 48 hours per week and 12 hours overtime or (b) the limits on 
regular and overtime hours allowed by the law of the country of manufacture or, where the 
laws of such country will not limit the hours of work, the regular work week in such country 
plus 12 hours overtime; and (ii) be entitled to at least one day off in every seven day period.  
An extraordinary business circumstance is a temporary period of extra work that could not 
have been anticipated or alleviated by other reasonable efforts.  
 
 The employer will demonstrate a commitment to reduce mandated overtime and to enact a 
voluntary overtime system to meet unforeseen situations. 
 
 If the employer repeatedly requires overtime in order to respond to the same situation, the 
employer will explain why it will not have sufficient staff on hand to avoid the necessity of 
overtime. 
 
 Employers shall be able to provide explanation for all periods when the extraordinary 
business circumstances exception has been used.  Employers shall take reasonable steps to 
inform workers about the nature and expected duration of the circumstances. 
 
 The factory will comply with all applicable laws governing work hours, including those 
regulating or limiting the nature and volume of work performed by women or workers under 
the age of 18. 
 
 Employers will maintain necessary records identifying all workers entitled to legal protections 
for women and workers under 18. 
 
 Employers will ensure reasonable meal and rest breaks, which, at a minimum, must comply 
with local laws. 
 
 Employees will be paid for all hours worked in a workweek.  Calculation of hours worked 
must include all time that the employer allows or requires the worker to work.   
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 The factory shall comply with applicable law for premium rates for overtime compensation. 
 
 Workers shall be informed about overtime compensation rates, by oral and printed means. 
 
 Where workers are paid on a piece rate, the payment for overtime work performed shall 
result in no less payment than the premium pay required by law. 
 
 Overtime hours worked in excess of Code standard will be voluntary. 
 
 
v    
Table 3: Wages and Benefits Noncompliance in 2004 – By Benchmark  
Wages and Benefits Benchmarks Number of 
Noncompliance 
Issues 
Percent of Total 
Minimum Wage 19 8%
Training Wage 1 0%
Wage Benefits Awareness 14 6%
Wage and Benefits Posting 4 2%
Wage and Benefits Information Access 3 1%
Voluntary Use of Benefits 6 3%
Deduction for Services 6 3%
Payroll Reporting 11 5%
Pay statement 14 6%
Time-recording system 24 10%
Record Maintenance 20 9%
Legal benefits 33 14%
Payment of wages 5 2%
Payment of Legal Benefits 6 3%
Timely Payment of Benefits 5 2%
Illegal Holding of Funds 2 1%
Legal Compliance for holiday/leave 11 5%
Accurate recording of wage compensation 6 3%
Timely Payment 3 1%
Minimum wage/ Quotas 0 0%
Minimum wage/ Incentives 2 1%
False Payroll Records 4 2%
Record Maintenance 4 2%
Accurate benefit compensation 7 3%
Wages and Benefits Other 21 0%
Total 231 100%
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vi  
 
Table 4: Hours of Work Noncompliance in 2004 – By Benchmark  
Hours of Work Benchmarks Number of 
Noncompliance 
Issues 
Percent of Total 
Forced overtime 6 5%
Positive Incentives 0 0%
Negative Incentives 1 1%
Reasonable Maintaining of Staff 1 1%
Overtime Limitations 79 69%
Reduce Mandated OT 2 1%
Explanation of continued required OT 0 0%
Overtime Explanation 0 0%
Legal compliance with protected workers 8 6%
Record Maintenance (Women, <18yrs) 2 1%
Hours of Work Other 19 16%
Total 118 100%
 
 
 
vii  
Table 5: Overtime Compensation Noncompliance in 2004 – By Benchmark  
Overtime Benchmarks Number of 
Noncompliance 
Issues 
Percent of Total 
OT Breaks 11 12%
Accurate recording of OT hours worked 21 23%
OT Compensation 33 36%
OT Compensation Awareness 8 9%
OT Compensation for Piece  3 3%
Voluntary OT 9 10%
OT Other 7 7%
Total 92 100%
 
viii FREEDOM OF ASSOCIATION AND COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 
 
A. WORKPLACE CODE PROVISION:  Employers will recognize and respect the right of 
employees to freedom of association and collective bargaining. 
 
 
B. Benchmarks 
 
 Workers will have the right to establish and, subject only to the rules of the organization 
concerned, to join organizations of their own choosing without previous authorization.  The 
right to freedom of association begins at the time that a worker seeks employment, and 
continues through the course of employment. 
 
 The employer will not interfere, to the detriment of worker’s organizations, with government 
registration requirements regarding the formation of workers’ organizations. 
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 The employer will not dismiss, discipline, or otherwise coerce or threaten workers seeking to 
form, join or participate in workers’ organizations. 
 
 The employer will not interfere with workers’ exercise of the right to freedom of association 
through intimidation, including illegal or unreasonable searches. 
 
 The employer will not use force, or the presence of police or military, to intimidate workers, 
or to prevent peaceful organizing or assembly. 
 
 The employer will not interfere with the right to freedom of association by controlling 
workers’ organizations or favoring one workers’ organization over another.   
 
 The employer will not discriminate against workers who seek to exercise their right to 
organize and bargain collectively. 
 
 In cases where a single union represents workers, the employer will not interfere in any way 
in workers’ ability to form other organizations that represent workers.    
 
 Employers will comply with all national and local laws and regulations concerning collective 
bargaining and free association.  Where conflicts are known to exist, employers will use the 
standard that provides the greatest protection for workers. 
 
 The employer will not shift production or close a factory for the direct purpose of retaliating 
against workers who have formed or are attempting to form a union. 
 
 Workers’ organizations have the right to elect their representatives and conduct their 
activities without employer interference. 
 
 The employer will not dismiss, discipline, or otherwise coerce or threaten workers because of 
their exercise of the right to freedom of association. When union officers are dismissed, 
demoted or otherwise suffer a loss of rights at work, a monitor should look with special 
attention at the possibility of anti-union discrimination.   
 
 Employers will negotiate in good faith with any union that has been recognized, by law or 
agreement between the employer and that union, as a bargaining agent for some or all of its 
employees. 
 
 Employers and employees will honor in good faith, for the term of the agreement, the terms 
of any collective bargaining agreement they sign. Employees shall be able to raise issues 
regarding CBA compliance by the employer without retaliation. 
 
 In any case where the industrial relations system specifies certain unions as the exclusive 
bargaining agent, employers will not be required to engage in collective bargaining with other 
worker groups or organizations on matters covered by the collective agreement. 
 
 Trade unions not recognized as bargaining agents of some or all of the workers in a facility 
should have the means for defending the occupational interests of their members, including 
making representations on their behalf and representing them in cases of individual 
grievances, within limits established by applicable law. Workers' representatives should have 
the facilities necessary for the proper exercise of their functions, including access to 
workplaces.    
 
 Employers will not use blacklists of any kind. 
 
 Employers shall not offer or use severance pay (or “indemnización” in Latin America) as a 
means of restricting union formation or union operations. 
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ix  
 
Table 6: Freedom of Association Noncompliance in 2004 – By Benchmark  
Freedom of Association Benchmarks Number of 
Noncompliance 
Issues 
Percent of Total 
Right to Freely Associate  28 44%
Employer Interference in registration 2 3%
Unfair dismissal 1 2%
Employer interference/ intimidation 0 0%
Employer interference/ external forces 0 0%
Employer control/ favoritism 0 1%
Discrimination 3 5%
Employer interference/ formation of alternative 
organizations 1 2%
Compliance to local collective bargaining laws 2 3%
Retaliation against Union Formation 0 0%
Employer Interference/Elections 5 8%
Union Harassment 0 0%
Union Negotiation 0 0%
Victimization 0 4%
Union as the Bargaining Agent  2 3%
Access  to Unions 0 4%
Blacklisting 0 0%
Severance 1 2%
Freedom of Assoc. & Collective Bargain. Other 19 29%
Total 64 100%
 
 
x  
Table 7: Code Awareness Noncompliance in 2004–Principles of Monitoring – 
Obligation of Companies 
Code Awareness Benchmarks Number of 
Noncompliance 
Issues 
Percent of Total 
Code Posting & Establish Clear Standards 24 17%
Worker / Management Code Awareness 63 43%
Noncompliance Reporting Mechanism 51 35%
Code Awareness Other 7 5%
Total 145 100%
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xi HARASSMENT OR ABUSE  
 
WORKPLACE CODE PROVISION:  Every employee will be treated with respect and 
dignity.  No employee will be subject to any physical, sexual, psychological or verbal 
harassment or abuse. 
 
A.  Benchmarks 
 
 Employers will utilize progressive discipline, e.g., escalating discipline using steps such as 
verbal warning, written warning, suspension, termination.  Any exceptions to this rule, e.g., 
immediate termination for theft or assault, shall be in writing and clearly communicated to 
workers. 
 
 Employers will not use physical discipline, including slaps, pushes or other forms of physical 
      contact (or threats of physical discipline). 
 
 Employers shall not offer preferential work assignments or other preferential treatment of 
any kind in actual or implied exchange for a sexual relationship, nor subject employees to 
prejudicial treatment of any kind in retaliation for refused sexual advances. 
 
 Employers will utilize consistent written disciplinary practices that are applied fairly among all 
workers. 
 
 Employers will provide training to managers and supervisors in appropriate disciplinary 
practices. 
 
 Management will discipline (could include combinations of counseling, warnings, demotions, 
and termination) anyone (including managers or fellow workers) who engages in any 
physical, sexual, psychological or verbal harassment or abuse. 
 
 Employers will maintain written records of disciplinary actions taken. 
 
 Employers will prohibit screaming, threatening, or demeaning verbal language.  
 
 Security practices will be gender-appropriate and non-intrusive. 
 
 Access to food, water, toilets, medical care or health clinics or other basic necessities will not 
be used as either reward or punishment. 
 
 Employers will not unreasonably restrain freedom of movement of workers, including 
movement in canteen, during breaks, using toilets, accessing water, or to access necessary 
medical attention. 
 
 Employers will not use monetary fines and penalties for poor performance. 
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xii  
Table 8: Harassment or Abuse Noncompliance in 2004 – By Benchmark  
Harassment or Abuse Benchmarks Number of 
Noncompliance 
Issues 
Percent of Total 
Progressive Discipline 4 5%
Physical Abuse 2 3%
Sexual Harassment 3 4%
Disciplinary Practices 10 12%
Training of Management in Disciplinary Practices 15 19%
Disciplinary Action  Punishment of Abusive 
Supervisors/ Manager 4 5%
Record Maintenance 6 7%
Verbal Abuse 11 13%
Gender Sensitive Security 1 1%
Access to Facilities 3 4%
Freedom of Movement  2 3%
Monetary Fines and Penalties   9 11%
Harassment or Abuse Other 11 13%
Total 81 100%
 
 
 
xiii FORCED LABOR  
 
A. WORKPLACE CODE PROVISION: There will not be any use of forced labor, whether  
     in the form of prison labor, indentured labor, bonded labor or otherwise. 
 
B.  Benchmarks 
 
 Employers will not use prison labor. 
 
 Employers will not bind workers to employment as a condition of fulfilling terms of a debt to 
a third party or to the employer.  Advances will not exceed three months pay or legal limits, 
whichever is less. 
 
 Workers will be compensated for their work directly through the provision of cash or its 
equivalent.  In-kind compensation is permissible, if local law permits, so long as legal limits 
are complied with and receipt of in-kind compensation is voluntary. 
 
 Workers will not be engaged to work in a factory by a family member, associate or friend so 
that the family member, friend or associate receives continuing remuneration, consideration, 
or other return from the employer.  (This will not refer to normal references, referral bonuses 
or standard employment recruitment practices.) 
 
 Employers will maintain sufficient hiring and employment records to demonstrate and verify 
compliance with this Code provision. 
 
 If factory entrances are locked or guarded to prevent non-employee access to the premises 
for security reasons, employees will have free egress at all times. 
 
 Workers will not be required to live in employer-owned or controlled residences.  
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 The freedom of movement of workers who live in employer controlled residences will not be 
unreasonably restricted.   
 
 All workers will have the right to enter into and to terminate their employment freely. 
 
 Employment terms shall be those to which the worker has voluntarily agreed. 
 
 Employers are prohibited from practices that restrict a worker’s ability to terminate his or her 
employment or freedom of movement, including physical or mental coercion, deposits, 
unreasonable financial penalties or recruitment fees, and access to and renewal of identity 
papers and/or work permits or other legal identification documents. 
 
 Workers will retain possession or control of their passports, identity papers, travel documents 
or any other personal legal documents.   Employers will not retain them to restrict workers’ 
access to their personal identification documents, or to ensure that workers will remain in 
employment in the factory. Employers may obtain copies of original documents for record-
keeping purposes. 
 
 Employers will provide, at employee request, secure storage for employee documents.  Such 
storage will be freely accessible to workers. 
 
 There can be no employment terms (including contracts, recruitment arrangements, or any 
other instruments) which specify that employees can be confined or be subjected to 
restrictions on freedom of movement; allow employers to hold wages already earned; 
provide for penalties resulting in paying back wages already earned; or, in any way punish 
workers for terminating employment.  (It is acceptable to provide bonuses to workers who 
stay for a term of contract and meet reasonable conditions, such as regular attendance, 
punctuality, good quality, etc.) 
 
 Deductions for repayment of any recruitment fees will not be made without the consent of 
the worker. 
 
xiv  
Table 9: Forced Labor Noncompliance in 2004 – By Benchmark  
Forced Labor Benchmarks Number of 
Noncompliance 
Issues 
Percent of Total 
Forced Labor 0 0%
Indebtedness 0 0%
In-kind Compensation 0 0%
Debt / Bondage labor 0 0%
Employment Records 16 40%
Freedom of Movement 1 2%
Employer Controlled Residence 0 0%
Freedom In Employment 2 5%
Employment terms 4 10%
Confiscated Original Documents 2 5%
Accessible Records/ Documents 1 2%
Recruitment Contracts 1 2%
Recruitment Fees 0 0%
Forced Labor Other 13 33%
Total 40 100%
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xv NONDISCRIMINATION  
 
A.   WORKPLACE CODE PROVISION:  No person will be subject to any discrimination 
in employment, including hiring, salary, benefits, advancement, discipline, 
termination or retirement, on the basis of gender, race, religion, age, disability, 
sexual orientation, nationality, political opinion, or social or ethnic origin. 
 
B.  Benchmarks 
 
 Employment decisions will be made solely on the basis of education, training, demonstrated 
skills or abilities. All employment decisions will be subject to this provision.  They include: 
hiring, job assignment, wages, bonuses, allowances, and other forms of compensation, 
promotion, discipline, assignment of work, termination of employment, and provision of 
retirement. 
 
 There shall be no differences in compensation and benefits attributable to gender.  
 
 Employers will not prohibit the employment of married women.   
 
 Employers will not use pregnancy tests or the use of contraception as a condition of hiring or 
of continued employment.  Employers will not require pregnancy testing of female 
employees, except as required by national law. 
 
 Information arising from pregnancy testing undertaken voluntarily will not be used as a factor 
in involuntarily reassigning, firing or making any other employment decision that 
disadvantages a pregnant woman.    
 
 Reasonable accommodation will be made in the event of pregnancy, in a manner that will not 
unreasonably disadvantage the pregnant woman. 
 
 Employers will not, on the basis of a woman’s pregnancy, make decisions that result in 
dismissal, threat to dismiss, loss of seniority, or deduction of wages. 
 
 Employers will ensure that pregnant women are not engaged in work that creates substantial 
risk to the health of the pregnant woman. 
 
 Employers will ensure that women are not engaged in work that creates substantial risk to 
their reproductive health. 
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xvi  
Table 10: Nondiscrimination Noncompliance in 2004 – By Benchmark  
Non Discrimination Benchmarks Number of 
Noncompliance 
Issues 
Percent of Total 
Hiring Discrimination Practices 24 51%
Sex Discrimination 1 2%
Marital Discrimination 5 11%
Pregnancy Testing 7 15%
Pregnancy Discrimination 1 2%
Pregnancy Accommodation 0 0%
Pregnancy Dismissal 0 0%
Pregnancy Risk 0 0%
Reproductive Health 0 0%
Non discrimination Other 9 19%
Total 47 100%
 
 
 
 
 
xvii CHILD LABOR  
 
A. WORKPLACE CODE PROVISION:  No person will be employed at an age younger 
than 15 (or 14 where the law of the country of manufacture allows) or younger than 
the age for completing compulsory education in the country of manufacture where 
such age is higher than 15. 
 
B. Benchmarks 
 
 If the law requires government permits or permission from parents, as a condition of 
employment, the employers will keep documentation on-site for inspection at all times. 
 
 Employers will maintain proof of age documentation for all workers, such as a birth 
certificate, which verifies date of birth.   
 
 In those cases where proof of age documentation is not readily available, employers will take 
precautions to ensure that all workers are at least the minimum working age, including 
medical or religious records, or other means considered reliable in the local context. 
 
 Apprentices or vocational students will be at least the minimum working age.  
 
 Employers will comply with all regulations and requirements of apprentice of vocational 
education programs, and will be able to document to monitor that these are legally 
recognized programs.  Informal arrangements, which result in students leaving school prior 
to attaining the compulsory age for schooling, are not acceptable.  
 
 Childcare facilities will not physically overlap with production areas, and children will not have 
access to production areas. 
 
 Children under the local minimum working age will not be allowed in the factory work area at 
any time, unless they are part of a guided school group tour or other such unusual event.  
Children must not visit parents in the factory production areas. 
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 Employers will comply with applicable laws that apply to young workers, i.e., those between 
the minimum working age and the age of 18, including regulations relating to hiring, working 
conditions, types of work, hours of work, proof of age documentation, and overtime. 
 
 Employers will have a system for identifying work stations and operations that are 
inappropriate for young workers according to applicable laws. 
 
 Employers will ensure that, all workers engaged in operating or working close to hazardous 
equipment, working at dangerous heights or lifting heavy loads, or exposed to hazardous 
substances, are above the legal age for such work. 
 
 
 
xviii  
 
Table 11: Child Labor Noncompliance in 2004 – By Benchmark  
Child Labor Benchmarks Number of 
Noncompliance 
Issues 
Percent of Total 
Parent Consent Documentation 0 0%
Age Documentation 6 25%
Age Verification 4 17%
Legal working Age (Vocational) 0 0%
Legal Compliance (Apprenticeships) 0 0%
Childcare Facilities 1 4%
Children on premises 1 4%
Legal Compliance for Juvenile workers 6 25%
Juvenile worker Identification System 1 4%
Lack of protection of under age workers 4 17%
Child Labor Other 1 4%
Total 24 100%
 
 
xix 
 
Table 12: Miscellaneous Noncompliance in 2004 * 
Miscellaneous Number of 
Noncompliance 
Issues 
Percent of Total 
Illegal subcontracting 18 32%
Possible homework 2 4%
Miscellaneous Other 36 64%
Total 100%
*Miscellaneous are the noncompliances that do not fall under the Workplace Code of Conduct or 
any of the FLA Benchmarks but are inconsistent with applicable national and local laws or with 
FLA company requirements.   
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V.  COMPANIES UP CLOSE 
Part A 
 
 
This section provides detailed reports on the efforts of 28 companies during the 
reporting period for this report (January – December 2004) to improve the working 
conditions in the factories where they produce around the world.  Company reports have 
been arranged in two categories, Participating Companies and Category B Licensees.  
The report structure for each category differs slightly from the other, reflecting the 
differences in the FLA requirements for each category.  
 
A. Participating Companies  
Participating Companies commit to implement FLA Standards in factories throughout 
their supply chains.  In 2004, all companies in this category were apparel and 
footwear companies or retailers with their own-label apparel.  They ranged in size 
from major publicly traded multinational companies to small, private companies.  
Approximately half of the participating companies included in this report are FLA 
university licensees, which are sometimes referred to as Category A Licensees. 
 
B. Category B Licensees 
Category B Licensees commit to implement FLA Standards in the factories where 
they produce licensed goods for FLA College or University Affiliates.  The companies 
included in this category produced a range of collegiate products ranging from 
apparel to paper products to commemorative jewelry. 
 
Each report provides: 
 
 An overview of each company -- its size, applicable brands, the number and 
location of facilities’ and monitoring visits;  
 
 A description of the staff and program responsible for promoting FLA Standards;  
 
 Developments in the program focusing on the company’s particular approach to 
labor compliance and, in some cases, developments in the program since the Year 
Two Public Report. 
 
Participating Company reports also include:  
 
 A summary of FLA independent external monitoring in factories where a company 
produces – information about the visits and what the monitors reported; 
  
 Accreditation reports of six company compliance programs. 
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A. Participating Companies 
 
 
Participating Companies (PCs) commit to implement the FLA Workplace Code of 
Conduct in factories throughout their supply chains.  Reports on the following 
companies seek to provide the reader with information about their efforts to 
comply with FLA requirements.   
 
1) adidas-Salomon 
2) Eddie Bauer  
3) GEAR For Sports  
4) Gildan Activewear 
5) Liz Claiborne   
6) New Era Cap 
7) Nike  
8) Nordstrom  
9) Outdoor Cap 
10) Patagonia  
11) Phillips-Van Heusen  
12) PUMA 
13) Reebok 
14) Top of the World  
15) Zephyr-Graf-X 
 
It is important to note that these reports are descriptive in nature during 
companies’ “initial implementation period,” which is the period of two or three 
years when a company develops its labor compliance program.  At the end of 
that period, the FLA Board decides whether the program is in compliance with 
FLA requirements.  If so, the program receives FLA accreditation. At the end of 
2004, six company compliance programs were eligible for FLA accreditation.  A 
report on each program has been included in the individual company sections.     
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FLA Participating Companies must comply with the following requirements 
throughout their supply chains: 
 
 Adopting and communicating the Workplace Code of Conduct to workers 
and management at applicable facilities 
 Training internal compliance staff to monitor and remediate 
noncompliance  
 Conducting internal monitoring of applicable facilities  
 Submitting to unannounced, independent external monitoring visits to 
factories throughout its supply chain 
 Remediating instances of noncompliance in a timely manner 
 Acting to prevent persistent forms of noncompliance  
 Collecting and managing compliance information effectively  
 Providing workers with confidential reporting channels to report 
noncompliance issues to the company  
 Consulting with non-governmental organizations, unions, and other local 
experts in its work 
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adidas-Salomon 
 
1. adidas-Salomon Company Profile   
 
In May 2005, adidas-Salomon received the designation of FLA-Accredited Compliance Program.  Please click 
on the "FLA Accredited Program" tab to read the accreditation report. Click here for a description of FLA 
Accreditation.    
 
 
 
Company Name: adidas-Salomon 
 
Year of FLA Implementation:  3rd year     See FLA Y2 report on adidas-Salomon  
          
FLA Initial Implementation Period Ended: Dec 2004    See FLA Accreditation Report 
 
Annual Consolidated Revenue in FY 2004 (millions): 6,478 € Euros 
 
Company Status: adidas-Salomon is publicly listed on the German Stock Exchange 
 
FLA Applicable Brands / Brand’s Percentage of Total Consolidated Revenue:       
adidas® / 78% 
 
Total Applicable Facilities Worldwide in FLA 2004:    
 
304 applicable facilities      See detailsi 
                 
         
Applicable Facilities Subject to Internal Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 
 
156 applicable facilities       See details i 
            
 
Total FLA Independent External Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004:  
 
9 applicable facilities were independently monitored by FLA 
         More about adidas’ IEM visits in 2004 
          
         See individual factory tracking charts 
          
Compliance Staff Worldwide:    
 
32 fulltime, 1 part-time staff worldwide – based in Europe, Americas and Asia    
          Learn more about adidas’ Compliance Program 
         
Third parties contracted by compliance team? Yes   See list of third parties  
         and work conductedii 
 
Notes:  
 adidas is included in FLA Year One and Two report. 
 adidas is an FLA Category A University Licensee.  
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         Click here to view list of universitiesiii  
    Access FLA database to learn about where licensed goods are produced.  
          
 
 
2. adidas-Salomon’s Labor Compliance Program in 2004  
 
The Social and Environmental Affairs department (SEA) administers the corporate 
compliance program, according to the Standards of Engagement (SOE), the group’s 
code of conduct, which corresponds with the standards enumerated in the FLA’s 
Workplace Code.  The SEA team is comprised of 32 full-time and 5 part-time staff 
members working in three geographic regions: Asia, the Americas, and Europe.  The 
SEA department reports to the Legal Department at headquarters and ultimately to the 
General Counsel.  Its structure includes a global director, three regional heads, and the 
respective regional field staff.  Decision making and operational management is driven 
at the regional level.  The SEA department works closely with corporate Sourcing, 
Quality Control, and Product Development for international production, and with the 
management of group brands, subsidiaries, and licensees for local market production. 
SEA works closely with the Legal department for manufacturing agreements, contracts, 
and other agreements with supply chain partners. 
 
adidas engaged third-party organizations to conduct labor compliance monitoring and 
training in factories, among them GMIES and EMIH in Central America, and Global 
Standards and Global Social Compliance in 2004.  adidas also mainstreamed labor 
compliance by involving Quality Control and Production staff and Continuous 
Improvement staff (Lean teams) in action plan follow-ups, verification, and some joint 
auditing. 
 
 
3. Developments in adidas’ Labor Compliance Program in 20041  
 
A. Compliance Systems Developed in 2004 
 
1. Guidelines for Sustainable Compliance 
 
In 2004, adidas prepared the SEA team and its business partners for the additional 
obligation of implementing compliance management systems.  Preparation included 
training and the development of supplier Guidelines for the Implementation of 
Sustainable Compliance and communicating to suppliers the benefits of compliance 
management systems that empower workers, promote positive industrial relations, and 
are fundamental components of developing a long-term business plan for growth and 
success.  Successfully implemented management provides systems and methodologies 
to evaluate, measure and assess key performance indicators and business costs, for 
example turnover, re-recruitment and training, days lost to accidents, injuries, and 
absenteeism.  adidas intends to roll-out the Guidelines for Implementation of 
                                                 
1 Please note that this section in no way seeks to capture all of the compliance activities reported to the FLA 
by companies.  Instead, the FLA considers it an overview of company activities that will provide the reader 
with a better understanding of each company’s approach and focus in 2004. 
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Sustainable Compliance to strategic footwear and apparel suppliers in early 2005. adidas 
2005 Supplier Summits will include sessions on the implementation of the Guidelines. 
 
2. Strategic Monitoring  
 
In 2004, strategic monitoring practices were launched in the Americas, Asia, and 
Europe, pioneering exercises with a small internal working group and selected factories.   
There were 10 strategic monitoring exercises conducted in Thailand, China, Turkey, 
Honduras, and Mexico.  The process includes new tools and approaches to identifying 
and eliminating root causes of noncompliance.  The practice focuses on evaluating HR 
and HSE management systems, more rigorous crosschecking of findings, flowcharting 
key management systems components, and more comprehensive audit preparation. 
 
In practical terms, strategic monitoring means deeper monitoring coverage of fewer 
suppliers, enhanced communication, and an increase in the frequency of a factory’s 
compliance visits.  In 2005, adidas plans to have continuous training and mentoring of 
additional strategic monitoring practitioners on the SEA team, who will apply the new 
monitoring system with a larger selection of factories. 
 
3. Stakeholder Dialogues  
 
adidas convened stakeholder dialogues and other group discussions in Asia, the 
Americas, and Europe.   
 
 Asia:  A dialogue was held in Malaysia in October, attended by factory managers, 
embassy officials, recruitment agents and migrant workers, and independent 
observers, where they explored issues affecting migrant workers.  In Hong Kong 
in November, academics, journalists, NGOs and advocacy organizations met to 
discuss China and the potential impact from the end of quotas on textiles and 
garments, and the exercise of freedom of association and collective bargaining.  
 
 Americas:  Two stakeholder dialogues took place in El Salvador and Honduras in 
September. Factory workers, representatives from organized labor, and SEA 
team members, facilitated by local NGOs, met to discuss code awareness, 
freedom of association, and options for more effective compliance. 
 
 Europe:  adidas focused on engaging at all levels in supplier factories. For 
example in Turkey, adidas organised a four-day workshop for workers, 
supervisors, and managers to discuss effective communication systems, taking 
cultural aspects into consideration.  
 
In addition, adidas engaged in 2004 with NGOs, worker rights groups, campaigners, 
student bodies, and the academic community in several ways, among them collaborative 
problem solving in Indonesia, dialogue on the continued use of kangaroo leather in the 
manufacturing of soccer boots, remedial actions that addressed allegations about 
working conditions in a garment factory in El Salvador, and dialogues about the end of 
the Multifiber Agreement and its impact on adidas’ sourcing strategies.  
 
Click here to see the Year Two report on adidas.  
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B. Selected elements in Implementing the FLA Requirements  
 
 The SEA team conducted 954 auditing visits in 2004. This included 154 in the 
Americas, 512 in Asia, and 288 in Europe.  Increased attention was given to pre-
production audits of potential suppliers, with the result that 107 factory sites 
were accepted, and 35 were rejected.  
 
 adidas licensees continued to expand the scope of SOE monitoring by third party 
monitors, and in 2004, completed 60 audits of their suppliers.  Factories to be 
audited were selected through compliance risk assessment and individual 
compliance histories.  Updated and new tools for Strategic Monitoring -- risk 
assessment and institutional history -- were developed and tested in 2004.  
 
 36% of adidas Group’s factories (301 out of 843 factories) were audited and 
rated; 318 out of 843 factories (38%) were visited by the SEA team. 
 
 194 factories were visited once in 2004, 67 were visited twice, 33 were visited 
three times, 17 were visited four times, and 7 factories were visited five times or 
more.  525 factories did not receive SOE visits in 2004.  Less than 5% of the 
factory visits were unannounced. 
 
Click here to review adidas’ activities in Year Two. 
 
4. FLA Independent External Monitoring in adidas’ Applicable Facilities 
 
A. An Introduction to FLA Independent External Monitoring  
 
FLA independent external monitoring (IEM) is one way that the FLA verifies Participating 
Companies’ compliance activities in the factories where they produce.  By conducting 
unannounced independent external monitoring visits in approximately 5% of all 
Participating Company applicable facilities that are deemed to be high risk, the FLA is 
able to observe a company’s progress in developing systems for effective prevention and 
remediation of noncompliance issues each year.  The FLA tracking charts (accessed at 
http://fairlabor.org/all/transparency/reports.html) provide detailed information about 
monitoring findings and adidas’ approach to remediation of noncompliance issues.   
 
B. Summary of FLA 2004 Independent External Monitoring in adidas’ 
Applicable Facilities 
 
The following table provides information about FLA independent monitoring visits 
undertaken in adidas’ Applicable Facilities in 2004.  It provides background information 
about the factories, the monitors, and their visits.   
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adidas Independent External Monitoring (IEM) Summary – 2004 
Number of IEMs in 2004:                                                   9 
Remediation shared with other FLA Companies:         8             
Remediation undertaken independently:                    1        
Average number of workers per independently monitored facility:      1,633 
Regions 
 
Independent 
External 
Monitoring 
Visits 
FLA-Accredited Monitors 
Conducting Visits 
East Asia 
-- China  2 
Société Générale de Surveillance (1),  
Kenan Institute Asia (1), 
Southeast Asia 
-- Vietnam, Indonesia, 
Thailand  
4 
 Global Standards (3), Bureau Veritas 
(1)  
Americas 
-- Honduras, El Salvador, 
Mexico 
3 
 A & L Group, Inc. (2), GMIES (1) 
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C. Independent External Monitoring Results  
 
adidas 2004 FLA IEM Percentage Findings by Benchmark and Code Element
Health and Safety
31%
Freedom of Association
7%
Wages and Benefits
18%
Hours of Work
11%
OT Compensation
6%
Miscellaneous
3%
Nondiscrimination
6%
Code Awareness
5%
Risk of Forced Labor 
4%
Harassment or Abuse
8%
Risk of Child Labor
1%
 
 
The figure above displays the percentage breakdown by Code Provision of the total 
noncompliance issues reported by FLA independent monitors in adidas facilities, which 
adidas addressed through remediation in 2004.  Noncompliance findings with regard to 
Health and Safety were the most frequently reported issues, making up 31% of the 
total noncompliance issues identified.2  The most commonly reported and remediated 
Health and Safety issues were related to general fire and health and safety legal issues, 
safety equipment, personal protective equipment, inadequate postings and evacuation 
procedures, and ventilation and electrical maintenance.   
 
Noncompliance with the FLA’s Wages and Hours of Work was also common, with a total 
of 35% of all findings related to Wages and Benefits (18%), Hours of Work (11%), 
and Overtime Compensation (6%).  The top Wages and Hours of Work issues taken 
up by adidas through corrective actions plans were related to overtime limitations, 
overtime compensation, the factory’s provision of legal benefits to workers, and accurate 
recording of hours worked. 
 
Noncompliance with other Code Provisions was reported by FLA monitors with less 
frequency.  As discussed in previous sections, the FLA is working to develop systems for 
more effective monitoring and remediation of the Code Provisions that are particularly 
                                                 
2 Health and safety are often the most evident and measurable noncompliance issues in a facility, and 
therefore figure very highly in the total number of findings. 
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complex and difficult to assess, such as Freedom of Association and Collective 
Bargaining, Nondiscrimination, and Harassment or Abuse. 
 
There were no findings of forced or bonded labor in facilities producing for adidas.  
Likewise there were no findings of underage workers in these facilities.  The Forced 
Labor (4%) and Child Labor (1%) noncompliance reported above related to other 
benchmarks categorized under these Code provisions.  Please follow the links in the 
graph above to learn more about the benchmarks for these and other FLA Code 
provisions, and visit the FLA factory tracking charts to learn more about adidas’ 
approach to remediation of all of the noncompliance issues mentioned above.   
 
Click here iv to learn how the FLA collects the data that is illustrated in this chart. 
 
                                                 
 
i  adidas’ FLA Applicable Facilities and Monitoring Activities in 2004  
 
In accordance with the FLA Charter, the chart below lists the countries where adidas’ 
applicable facilities were located during the reporting period, as well as the number of 
internal and FLA independent external monitoring visits that took place during that time.   
 
Please note that this chart represents only one of a number of activities undertaken by 
participating companies to ensure factory compliance with the FLA Workplace Code of 
Conduct.  The number of site visits conducted by a participating company does not 
indicate whether one or more of a company’s applicable facilities are in compliance with 
the Code.  While this information can help readers gain a better grasp of the geographic 
scope and focus of participating companies’ compliance efforts, it should be interpreted 
in the context of the more qualitative characteristics of each company’s compliance 
program.  
 
Location of 
Factories 
(Country) 
Number of 
Applicable 
Facilities  
adidas' Internal 
Monitoring 
(Number of 
Facilities Visited) 
FLA Independent 
External Monitoring  
(Number of Facilities 
Visited) 
Albania 2 0 0 
Bosnia 
Herzegovina 1 0 0 
Bulgaria 5 3 0 
Cambodia 4 4 0 
Canada 1 0 0 
China 63 34 2 
Colombia 1 1 0 
Croatia 1 0 0 
El Salvador 9 8 1 
Germany 5 0 0 
Greece 3 2 0 
Honduras 2 2 1 
Hong Kong 3 3 0 
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Indonesia 21 201 1 
Italy 5 0 0 
Japan 2 1 0 
Korea 1 0 0 
Lao P.D.R. 2 0 0 
Macedonia 3 0 0 
Malaysia 7 3 0 
Mexico 9 7 1 
Morocco 3 2 0 
Pakistan 3 0 0 
Philippines 6 5 0 
Poland 1 1 0 
Portugal 28 1 0 
Singapore 7 0 0 
Spain 1 0 0 
Taiwan R.O.C. 14 0 0 
Thailand 22 17 2 
Tunisia 10 4 0 
Turkey 23 21  0 
United Kingdom 2 0 0 
United States 9 2 0 
Ukraine 2 0 0 
Vietnam 23 15 1 
Total  304 156 9 
 
 
 
 
ii  
 
Third Parties Contracted by adidas for Compliance Support in 2004  
Name of Monitoring Group, 
Organization, etc. Work Conducted Number of Factories  
GMIES, EMIH 
Freedom of Association training and 
workers rights awareness in El Salvador 
and Honduras 
2  
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iii  
Universities, Colleges and Secondary Schools Licensing adidas 
 
Name of School Location 
University of Alabama Alabama 
American University Washington DC 
Arizona State University Arizona 
Boston College Massachusetts 
University of California at Berkeley California 
University of California at Los Angeles California 
University of Colorado at Denver Colorado 
Colorado State University Colorado 
Columbia University New York 
Dartmouth College New Hampshire 
Duke University North Carolina 
University of Florida Florida 
Florida State University Florida 
Fordham University New York 
University of Georgia Georgia 
Georgia Institute of Technology Georgia 
Harvard University Massachusetts 
University of Illinois at Chicago Illinois 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign Illinois 
Illinois State University Illinois 
University of Iowa Iowa 
University of Kansas Kansas 
Kansas State University Kansas 
University of Kentucky Kentucky 
Louisiana State University and A&M College Louisiana 
University of Louisville Kentucky 
Marquette University Wisconsin 
University of Maryland Maryland 
University of Maine at Farmington Maine 
University of Maine at Orono Maine 
Marquette University Wisconsin 
University of Maryland Maryland 
University of Miami Florida 
Michigan State University Michigan 
University of Missouri at Columbia Missouri 
University of Missouri at St. Louis Missouri 
University of Nebraska Nebraska 
University of New Hampshire New Hampshire 
University of New Mexico New Mexico 
Northwestern University Illinois 
University of Notre Dame Indiana 
Ohio State University Ohio 
Pennsylvania State University Pennsylvania 
University of Pittsburgh Pennsylvania 
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Princeton University New Jersey 
Purdue University Indiana 
St. John’s University New York 
Santa Clara University California 
University of South Florida Florida 
University of Texas at Austin Texas 
University of Utah Utah 
Villanova University Virginia 
University of Virginia Virginia 
Virginia Tech Virginia 
University of Washington at Seattle Washington 
West Virginia University West Virginia 
University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee  Wisconsin 
University of Wisconsin at Oshkosh Wisconsin 
University of Wyoming Wyoming 
Xavier University Ohio 
Yale University Connecticut 
 
iii Understanding the data reported in this section  
 
To understand the data reported in this section, take for example the FLA Code provision relating 
to Harassment or Abuse.  The FLA Workplace Code states: “Every employee will be treated with 
respect and dignity.  No employee will be subject to any physical, sexual, psychological or verbal 
harassment or abuse.” The FLA Benchmarks provide monitors with guidance about the meaning 
of each FLA Code provision (click hereiii to see the benchmarks for Harassment or Abuse).  By 
way of example, if in the context of an IEM a monitor were to observe that: (1) workers in a 
factory are not allowed access to toilets; and (2) a manager is verbally abusive to workers, the 
monitor would report to the FLA instances of noncompliance with regard to two benchmarks, that 
is, two instances of noncompliance even though both relate to the same Code provision.  In 
contrast, if a monitor were to observe several instances of noncompliance with a single 
benchmark in a given factory, these will be counted as one noncompliance.  For example, if a 
monitor were to observe restrictions on access to toilets in different sections of the factory, these 
distinct instances of noncompliance would be cited once under Harassment or Abuse.   
 
Thus, the frequency of noncompliance with a particular Code provision can provide some general 
sense of factory conditions, but does not necessarily present the complete story.  Additionally, 
because the investigations are qualitative in nature, the quantitative information provided should 
not be taken as hard statistics but rather as indications of trends in the FLA supply chain.  The 
FLA is continuing to work in developing a database for improved processing and reporting of data 
collected during IEMs.  Please access individual factory tracking charts for a more comprehensive 
and detailed look at factory conditions.     
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5. adidas’ Compliance Program: An FLA-Accredited Compliance Program  
 
FLA Accreditation of adidas-Salomon’s Labor Compliance Program 
2005 
 
In May 2005, the FLA Board of Directors voted to accredit adidas-Salomon’s compliance 
program.  The decision was based on an assessment by FLA staff that included audits 
both at headquarters and at the field level, and visits to a number of supplier facilities.  
In conducting the assessment, FLA staff interviewed adidas personnel, inspected files, 
observed annual compliance staff training, reviewed factory records, observed adidas 
field staff in factories, and analyzed findings from a total of 64 independent external 
monitoring visits conducted at adidas facilities over the course of the previous three 
years.   
 
This accreditation assessment focused exclusively on adidas’ compliance program during 
the initial implementation period, which lasted from July 2001 until December 2004.  
The compliance program implements FLA Standards in the factories that produce adidas 
apparel and footwear around the world (389 in Year One, 436 in Year Two, and 285 in 
Year Three – click here to see where they are located).   
 
By accrediting adidas, the FLA Board formally recognized that the program has fulfilled 
the requirements set forth by the FLA and in the Monitoring Plan that adidas submitted 
upon entering the FLA.  Accreditation does not mean that a program is perfect, 
however.  When accrediting a program the FLA stresses the need for continued 
improvement at the level of the factory and the company. In the event that the FLA 
finds that a company is not acting in good faith to uphold its obligations, it retains the 
right to retract accreditation.   
 
       Click hereiv for more information about FLA accreditation 
 
 
FLA Assessment of adidas’ Compliance Program – In Brief 
 
The FLA determined that adidas compliance staff is highly active in most factories 
producing products for adidas.  Thirty-two full-time and five part-time staff comprise the 
Social and Environmental Affairs (SEA) team that undertakes the work of monitoring 
code implementation in adidas supplier factories.  Regular presence in the majority of 
factories affords the compliance staff opportunities to coach factory management to 
make long-term improvements in compliance.  Especially notable during the 
implementation period were adidas’ efforts to develop effective worker management 
communication practices for workers, workers groups, employers, and unions.  For 
example, adidas joined forces with four international brands and the European Trade 
Union Federation of Textiles, Clothing and Leather to develop a capacity building project 
in Bulgaria.  The project took a “training the trainer” approach which enabled 
participating workers to return to their workplace and educate their colleagues on 
lessons learned; cultivating what has been called “improvement circles.” 
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Overall, the company is an active participant in the FLA, and has encouraged facilities to 
participate and increasingly take the lead in ongoing and new activities that promise to 
bring about improved workplace conditions.  Please see the chart below for a brief 
summary of ways in which adidas fulfilled particular FLA requirements for accreditation.   
 
    Click here to return to the full FLA 2005 Report on adidas.  
 
 
 
Adidas’ Fulfillment of  
FLA Requirements for Program Accreditation 
July 2001 through December 2004 
 
Adopted and Communicated the Workplace Code of Conduct to Workers and 
Management at Applicable Facilities 
 
adidas-Salomon adopted the Standards of Engagement Code of Conduct in 1997 and updated it 
in 2001.  The adidas-Salomon Standards of Engagement is posted on the company’s website: 
http://www.adidas-salomon.com/en/sustainability/coc/default.asp  
 
The company requests factories to inform workers of the code standards during orientation.  The 
Social and Environmental Affairs (SEA) team conducts training on Standards of Engagement for 
suppliers as well as for internal departments within adidas.  The FLA confirms that adidas-
Salomon informs suppliers of its standards so suppliers can then inform workers.   
 
The supplier agreement specifically refers to the code of conduct.  Suppliers are required to sign 
a manufacturer’s agreement committing to comply with these standards in order to engage in 
business with adidas. 
 
Trained Internal Compliance Staff to Monitor and Remediate Noncompliance Issues 
 
As part of adidas’ internal monitor training, regional Social and Environmental (SEA) Heads 
accompany new SEA managers for on-the-job training and to assure a consistent monitoring 
methodology.  adidas conducts ongoing training for the SEA team through several team meetings 
throughout the year.  In 2004, adidas focused on strategic monitoring as its theme for ongoing 
training. 
 
Provided Employees with Confidential Reporting Channels to Report Noncompliance 
Issues 
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adidas encourages the development of worker-management communication through trainings on 
grievance systems for both factory management and workers.  These efforts included training on 
Freedom of Association in Central America by an NGO.  FLA reviewed a schedule of trainings, 
including trainings on worker-management communication, in three countries. 
 
adidas uses worker interviews as one element of establishing channels of communication for 
reporting noncompliance.  In their interviews with workers, SEA monitors can provide business 
cards or contact numbers to allow for direct communication between workers and adidas.  This 
practice varies by region.  
Conducted Internal Monitoring of Applicable Facilities 
 
adidas uses a risk-based model to prioritize factory audits.  Audits consist of management 
interviews, worker interviews, factory walk-throughs and a records review.  In audits accompanied 
by FLA staff, SEA monitors conducted the audits accordingly. 
 
The adidas Strategic Monitoring tool is an audit instrument used to collect compliance information 
that seeks to identify root-causes of noncompliance through monitoring.  adidas bases its 
remediation plans on an analysis of monitoring results, and maintains a database and e-room to 
track the progress of remediation.  Progress is updated regularly by the Standards of Engagement 
manager, as well as sourcing staff. 
  
Submitted to Unannounced, Independent External Monitoring (IEM) Visits to Factories 
Throughout its Supply Chain 
 
adidas provided factory lists, factory profiles, and related information to the FLA as required during 
years one through three of initial implementation.  adidas ensured that no FLA monitors were 
denied access to factories, records, or workers during unannounced visits.  The company also 
cooperated with FLA staff following IEMs to ensure that remediation and follow-up took place and 
were reported in FLA factory tracking charts, which are available for review on the FLA website.  
 
 
Collected and Managed Compliance Information  
 
adidas has implemented a database for use in Asia, which the FLA has observed to be fully 
functional.  For regions where the database is not fully functional, an ‘e-room’ platform is used, 
which acts as a repository of files, including audit reports, action plans and country profiles.   
 
adidas analyzes compliance findings by factory to determine a rating, risk profile and remediation 
priorities for each factory. 
 
adidas regularly provides systematic updates to the FLA about remediation progress on its IEMs.   
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Remediated Noncompliance Issues in a Timely Manner 
 
Following an audit, the adidas SEA staff regularly develops a remediation plan with the supplier, 
which is implemented in a reasonable timeframe (usually 60 days).  The FLA has confirmed this 
process and the timely submission of corrective action plans during adidas’ three year 
implementation period. 
  
 
Acted to Prevent Persistent Forms of Noncompliance 
  
The company analyzes compliance information through a variety of perspectives, including factory 
ratings, audit findings, stakeholder dialogues, and studies commissioned by third parties to identify 
persistent and/or serious forms of noncompliance.   
 
adidas has also sought to address major forms of non-compliance through participation in FLA 
projects (i.e., the Central America, Sustainable Compliance and Hours of Work projects), through 
training programs, and through other focused initiatives. 
 
Additional details about adidas’ projects can be accessed by clicking the “Compliance Program” tab above, or 
in the FLA’s Year Two report on adidas. 
Consulted with Civil Society (i.e., Labor, Human Rights, Religious or other Local 
Institutions) 
 
adidas consulted with civil society on a regular basis, particularly in countries with challenging 
compliance issues, which was verified by a review of records, adidas annual reports, on-site visits 
with adidas staff, and IEM reports. 
 
adidas, in collaboration with two other FLA Participating Companies, worked with experts and local 
NGOs to promote the formation and development of a health and safety worker committee in an 
adidas footwear facility in southern China. 
 
adidas also reviewed collective bargaining agreements, where existing, as part of their monitoring 
efforts, and sought to ensure implementation and remediation was consistent with those 
agreements.  FLA confirmed that questions on collective bargaining are included in the adidas 
audit instrument and in the adidas Employee Interview Questionnaire. 
 
Paid FLA Dues and Met Other Procedural and Administrative Requirements 
  
All adidas dues and administration and monitoring fees were paid on time; all contracts were duly 
signed; and all required factory lists were submitted as required by the FLA.   
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Eddie Bauer  
 
1. Eddie Bauer’s Company Profile   
 
In May 2005, Eddie Bauer received the designation of FLA-Accredited Compliance Program.  Please click on 
the "FLA Accredited Program" tab to read the accreditation report.  Click here for a description of FLA 
Accreditation.    
 
 
 
Company Name: Eddie Bauer  
 
Year of FLA Implementation: 3rd year    See FLA Y2 report on Eddie Bauer   
          
FLA Initial Implementation Period Ended: Dec 2004   See FLA Accreditation Report 
 
Annual Consolidated Revenue in FY 2004 (millions): $1,100  
 
Company Status: Emerged from Spiegel, Inc. Chapter 11 process as Eddie Bauer Holdings, Inc. in 
June 2005. 
 
FLA Applicable Brands / Brand’s Percentage of Total Consolidated Revenue:  
 
Eddie Bauer® Apparel / 82.8% 
 
Total Applicable Facilities Worldwide in FLA 2004:    
 
202 applicable facilities       See details iv 
                   
Applicable Facilities subject to Internal Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 
 
122 applicable facilities       See details i 
 
Total FLA Independent External Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004:  
 
8 applicable facilities independently monitored by FLA 
        More about Eddie Bauer’s IEM visits in 2004 
         
                  See individual factory tracking charts  
  
Compliance Staff Worldwide:    
 
4 full-time and 16 part-time staff worldwide – based at corporate headquarters and in two 
regions: Asia and the Americas.     
        Learn more about Eddie Bauer ’s Compliance Program 
         
 
Third parties contracted by compliance team?  Yes  See list of third parties   
         and work conductediv 
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Notes:  
        
 Eddie Bauer is included in FLA Year One and Two report. 
        
      See FLA Public Report Y2 for more information on Eddie Bauer  
 
 
2. Eddie Bauer ’s Labor Compliance Program in 2004  
 
The Eddie Bauer Global Labor Practice (GLP) program is responsible for overseeing the 
company’s compliance activities and performance with respect to its Factory Workplace 
of Conduct.  Eddie Bauer first adopted a code of conduct for its suppliers in 1995, which 
was termed “Eddie Bauer’s Standards for Business Partnerships.”  When Eddie Bauer 
joined FLA, the company adopted the FLA Workplace Code of Conduct.  In 2004, the 
Eddie Bauer Factory Workplace Code of Conduct was revised to reintroduce a provision 
on environmental standards.  In addition, reference to the Spiegel Group in the Code 
was eliminated in accordance with restructuring of the company. 
 
The GLP program is led by the Director of Public Affairs and Corporate Social 
Responsibility, who reports to the VP of Global Sourcing and Supply Chain Operations.  
The activities of the GLP program are carried out at corporate headquarters and through 
Eddie Bauer’s sourcing agent office, Eddie Bauer International (EBI), in Hong Kong and 
Miami.  Two full time compliance auditors employed by EBI in Hong Kong are 
responsible for monitoring factories in Asia, Africa, and Europe. Eight EBI account 
managers based in the countries of manufacture provide support to the monitoring 
process by translating documents and assisting in worker interviews.  Two local field 
staff employed through the EBI Miami office share in responsibility for the monitoring of 
factories in the Americas region.  In addition to its partnership with the Global Sourcing 
and Supply Chain Operations department, the GLP program also interfaces with the 
company’s Licensing and International departments.  Through these connections, the 
GLP program works to ensure that compliance with the Factory Workplace Code of 
Conduct is a condition of doing business with factories producing apparel for Eddie 
Bauer licensees and its joint ventures in Japan and Germany. 
 
To support its monitoring efforts, Eddie Bauer used two third-party monitors, Global 
Social Compliance and Intertek Testing Services, to conduct pre-sourcing audits of 
prospective apparel factories for its core business, its licensees, and joint ventures.  A 
total of 56 pre-sourcing audits were conducted in 2004. 
 
3. Developments in Eddie Bauer ’s Labor Compliance Program in 2004iv 
 
A. Compliance Systems Developed in Year Three 
  
Eddie Bauer reported that in 2004 it made progress in expanding the scope and reach of 
its Global Labor Practice (GLP) program to the licensing and non-apparel areas.  The 
GLP program worked actively with the Licensing Department to ensure that guidelines 
and expectations of labor compliance and accountability were established with potential 
licensees.  This included requiring apparel licensees to submit to the pre-sourcing audit 
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process, and tracking the compliance progress of prospective factories to be used in the 
production of licensed apparel.  The GLP program also conducted risk assessments and 
labor compliance audits of factories producing non-apparel products (which account for 
a small percentage of Eddie Bauer’s overall business).  The objective of the risk 
assessments was to determine the feasibility of progressively expanding the formal 
monitoring process to cover these products. 
  
 
Click here to see the Year Two report on Eddie Bauer.  
 
B. Selected Elements in Implementing the FLA Requirements  
 
 Eddie Bauer targeted active apparel factories for internal monitoring visits in 
2004 based on risk and the factory’s due date for an audit.  For facilities that are 
re-activated during different seasons of the year, factory visits were scheduled 
based on risk considerations.  Most internal monitoring visits were announced, 
but 10% of such visits were unannounced. 
 
 All prospective apparel factories were subject to a pre-sourcing labor compliance 
audit conducted by a third party monitor, and had to be in substantial 
compliance before production could be placed.  In 2004, 30% of prospective 
apparel factories were considered “failed” on the basis of the initial audit results; 
about a third of the factories were later approved for production after 
subsequent improvements in compliance were verified through follow-up audits. 
 
 Eddie Bauer Global Labor Practice program staff from corporate headquarters 
and from Hong Kong met with two workers rights NGOs in May 2004 in Hong 
Kong to discuss such issues as the impact of the elimination of textile and 
apparel quotas in 2005, migrant labor, government enforcement of labor laws, 
and corporate codes of conduct.  Compliance staff also met with officials from a 
labor resource center in India to learn about their programs and discuss 
prevailing working conditions and local industry practices. 
 
Click here to review Eddie Bauer’s activities in Year Two. 
 
4. FLA Independent External Monitoring in Eddie Bauer ’s Applicable Facilities  
 
A. An Introduction to FLA Independent External Monitoring  
 
FLA independent external monitoring (IEM) is one way that the FLA verifies Participating 
Companies’ compliance activities in the factories where they produce.  By conducting 
unannounced independent external monitoring visits in approximately 5% of all 
Participating Company applicable facilities that are deemed to be high risk, the FLA is 
able to observe a company’s progress in developing systems for effective prevention and 
remediation of noncompliance issues each year.  The FLA tracking charts (accessed at 
http://fairlabor.org/all/trasnparency/reports.html) provide detailed information about 
monitoring findings and Eddie Bauer’s approach to remediation of noncompliance issues. 
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B. Summary of FLA 2004 Independent External Monitoring in Eddie Bauer’s 
Applicable Facilities 
 
The following table provides information about FLA independent monitoring visits 
undertaken in Eddie Bauer applicable facilities in 2004.  It provides background 
information about the factories, the monitors, and their visits.   
 
Eddie Bauer Independent External Monitoring (IEM) Summary – 2004 
Number of IEMs in 2004:                                                   8   
Remediation shared with other FLA Companies:         4             
Remediation undertaken independently:                    4        
Average number of workers per independently monitored facility:   1212  
Regions 
 
Independent 
External 
Monitoring 
Visits 
FLA-Accredited Monitors 
Conducting Visits 
East Asia 
-- China, Hong Kong  5 
Société Générale de Surveillance (4),  
Global Standards  (1) 
South Asia 
-- Sri Lanka 2 
T-Group (1), T-Group/Bureau Veritas 
(1) 
Americas 
-- USA 1 
Cotecna/GMIES (1) 
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C. Independent External Monitoring Results  
 
Eddie Bauer 2004 FLA IEM Percentage Findings by Benchmark and Code Element
Health and Safety
45%
Freedom of Association
3%
Wages and Benefits
13%
Hours of Work
6%
Risk of Forced Labor 
2%
Code Awareness
11%
Nondiscrimination
2%
OT Compensation
7% Risk of Child Labor
2%
Miscellaneous
3%
Harassment or Abuse
6%
 
 
The figure above displays the percentage breakdown by Code Provision of the total 
noncompliance issues reported by FLA independent monitors in Eddie Bauer’s facilities, 
which Eddie Bauer addressed through remediation in 2004.  Noncompliance findings 
with regard to Health and Safety were the most frequently reported issues, making up 
45% of the total noncompliance issues identified.iv  The most commonly reported and 
remediated Health and Safety issues were related to posting and evacuation procedures, 
poor ventilation, electrical and facility maintenance, safety equipment and personal 
protective equipment.   
 
Noncompliance with the FLA’s Wages and Hours of Work was also common, with a total 
of 26% of all findings related to Wages and Benefits (13%), Hours of Work (6%), 
and Overtime Compensation (7%).  The top Wages and Hours of Work issues taken 
up by Eddie Bauer through corrective action plans were related to overtime limitations, 
overtime compensation, payment of minimum wages, the factory’s provision of legal 
benefits to workers and provision of leave and holiday benefits.  Noncompliance with 
Code Awareness represented 11% of the noncompliance findings; the most common 
instances of noncompliance in this area addressed through remediation were lack of 
management and worker awareness of the code and the lack of or ineffective 
confidential reporting channel.  
 
Noncompliance with other Code Provisions was reported by FLA monitors with less 
frequency.  As discussed in previous sections, the FLA is working to develop systems for 
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more effective monitoring and remediation of the Code Provisions that are particularly 
complex and difficult to assess, such as Freedom of Association and Collective 
Bargaining, Nondiscrimination, and Harassment and Abuse. 
 
There were no findings of forced or bonded labor in facilities producing for Eddie Bauer.   
Likewise there were no findings of underage workers in these facilities.  The Forced 
Labor (2%) and Child Labor (2%) noncompliance reported above related to other 
benchmarks categorized under this Code provision.  Please follow the links in the graph 
above to learn more about the benchmarks for these and other FLA Code provisions, 
and visit the FLA factory tracking charts to learn more about Eddie Bauer’s approach to 
remediation of all of the noncompliance issues mentioned above.   
 
 
Click here iv to learn how the FLA collects the data that is illustrated in this chart. 
 
 
iv  Eddie Bauer’s FLA Applicable Facilities and Monitoring Activities in 2004 
 
In accordance with the FLA Charter, the chart below lists the countries where Eddie 
Bauer’s applicable facilities were located during the reporting period, as well as the 
number of internal and FLA independent external monitoring visits that took place during 
that time.   
 
Please note that this chart represents only one of a number of activities undertaken by 
participating companies to ensure factory compliance with the FLA Workplace Code of 
Conduct.  The number of site visits conducted by a participating company does not 
indicate whether one or more of a company’s applicable facilities are in compliance with 
the Code.  While this information can help readers gain a better grasp of the geographic 
scope and focus of participating companies’ compliance efforts, it should be interpreted 
in the context of the more qualitative characteristics of each company’s compliance 
program.  
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Location of Factories 
(Country)  
Number of 
Applicable 
Facilities 
Eddie Bauer 
Internal 
Monitoring  
(Number of Facilities 
Visited)  
FLA Independent 
External 
Monitoring (Number 
of Facilities Visited) 
Bangladesh 1 0 0 
Brunei 4 4 0 
Cambodia 7 4 0 
Canada 3 0 0 
China 83 41 4 
Colombia 1 1 0 
Dominican Republic 5 1 0 
El Salvador 1 0 0 
Guatemala 1 0 0 
Hong Kong 14 14 1 
Indonesia 2 2 0 
India 10 0 0 
Korea 2 2 0 
Macau 5 5 0 
Mauritius 12 12 0 
Mexico 3 0 0 
Nicaragua 1 0 0 
Pakistan 5 5 0 
Peru 2 0 0 
Philippines 2 0 0 
Singapore 2 2 0 
Sri Lanka 7 7 2 
Taiwan 5 4 0 
Thailand 8 8 0 
Turkey 5 5 0 
United States 5 0 1 
Vietnam 6 5 0 
Zimbabwe 1 0 0 
 TOTAL 202 122 8 
 
 
iv  
 
Third Parties Contracted by Eddie Bauer  for Compliance Support in 2004  
Name of monitoring group, agent, 
etc. Work conducted 
Number of factories 
monitored, if applicable 
Global Social Compliance 
Pre-sourcing Audits – Cambodia, China, 
Hong Kong, India, Indonesia, Korea, 
Macau, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Thailand, 
Turkey and Vietnam 
55 
Intertek Testing Services Pre-sourcing Audit -- Colombia 1 
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5. Eddie Bauer’s Compliance Program: An FLA-Accredited Compliance 
Program  
 
FLA Accreditation of Eddie Bauer’s Labor Compliance Program 
2005 
 
In May 2005, the FLA Board of Directors voted to accredit Eddie Bauer’s Global Labor 
Practice compliance program.  The decision was based on an assessment by FLA staff 
that included audits both at headquarters and at the field level, and visits to a number 
of supplier facilities.  In conducting the assessments, the FLA staff interviewed Eddie 
Bauer personnel; inspected files; observed the annual compliance staff training; 
reviewed factory records, observed Eddie Bauer field staff in factories, and analyzed 
findings from a total of 32 independent external monitoring visits conducted at Eddie 
Bauer facilities over the course of the previous three years.   
 
This accreditation assessment focused exclusively on Eddie Bauer’s compliance program 
during the initial implementation period, which lasted from July 2001 until December 
2004.  The compliance program implements FLA Standards in the factories that produce 
Eddie Bauer around the world (309 in Year One, 288 in Year Two, and 203 in Year 
Three – click here to see where they are located).   
 
By accrediting Eddie Bauer, the FLA Board formally recognized that the program has 
fulfilled the requirements set forth by the FLA and in the Monitoring Plan that Eddie 
Bauer submitted upon entering the FLA.  Accreditation does not mean that a program is 
perfect, however.  When accrediting a program the FLA stresses the need for continued 
improvement at the level of the factory and the company. In the event that the FLA 
finds that a company is not acting in good faith to uphold its obligations, it retains the 
right to retract accreditation.   
 
       Click hereiv for more information about FLA accreditation. 
 
 
FLA Assessment of Eddie Bauer’s Compliance Program – In Brief 
 
The FLA determined that Eddie Bauer’s Global Labor Practice staff is highly active in 
most factories producing for Eddie Bauer.  Eddie Bauer employs two full-time 
compliance staff in the U.S. who work closely with two other compliance staff at Eddie 
Bauer International (EBI).  EBI employs 16 staff members as Labor Practice Assistants, 
who take on partial compliance responsibilities in addition to their full-time work. Eddie 
Bauer contracts with Third Party Monitors to assist the company in its monitoring efforts.  
Regular presence in the majority of factories affords the Global Labor Practice staff 
opportunities to coach factory management to make long-term improvements in 
compliance.  Especially notable during the implementation period were Eddie Bauer’s 
efforts to outreach to local sources to gain a better understanding of worker issues.  For 
example, the compliance staff met with two workers’ rights NGOs in Hong Kong in 2004 
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to discuss issues such as the elimination of MFA quotas in 2005, migrant labor, and 
government enforcement of labor law and corporate codes of conduct. 
 
It is important to note that the bankruptcy of Eddie Bauer’s parent company, Spiegel, 
Inc., in March 2003 limited the focus of Eddie Bauer’s compliance program to meeting 
the minimum requirements for FLA participation.  The fact that the compliance program 
was retained during the corporate restructuring demonstrates Eddie Bauer’s view that 
the Global Labor Practice program is an essential component of the program.  The 
company has encouraged facilities to participate and increasingly take the lead in 
ongoing and new activities that promise to bring about improved workplace conditions.  
Please see the chart below for a brief summary of ways in which Eddie Bauer fulfilled 
particular FLA requirements for accreditation.   
 
    Click here to return to the full FLA 2005 Report on Eddie Bauer.  
 
 
Eddie Bauer’s Fulfillment of  
FLA Requirements for Program Accreditation 
July 2001 through December 2004 
 
Adopted and Communicated the Workplace Code of Conduct to Workers and 
Management at Applicable Facilities 
 
In 2001, Eddie Bauer revised its Factory Workplace Code of Conduct (originally adopted in 1995) 
to meet FLA standards.  The company disseminates the code in a variety of ways.  The code of 
conduct appears in written materials provided to all vendors and in the “Vendor Labor Practice 
Update” newsletter.  Additionally, Eddie Bauer conducts vendor trainings and seminars to reinforce 
the code elements represented in its program standards.  At the factory level, Eddie Bauer 
provides the code in 22 languages and expects management to inform employees of the standards 
both verbally and in writing.  
 
 
Trained Internal Compliance Staff to Monitor and Remediate Noncompliance Issues 
 
In addition to the four full-time and 16 part-time staff who comprise the compliance team for 
Eddie Bauer and Eddie Bauer International, the company contracts with a third party monitor, 
Global Social Compliance (GSC), to assist it in its monitoring efforts.  Eddie Bauer met with GSC to 
review the monitor’s auditing philosophy and procedures, and to provide training on Eddie Bauer’s 
expectations, philosophy, and procedures.  Eddie Bauer used FLA independent external monitoring 
to spot-check the quality of GSC’s work.   
 
The company employs a Senior Labor Practice Compliance Auditor, who provides initial and on-
going training to compliance officers.  According to interviews with EBI staff, these training 
sessions have been conducted in each of the three implementation years. 
 
Provided Employees with Confidential Reporting Channels to Report Noncompliance 
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Eddie Bauer requires its auditors to report on the state of factory internal grievance procedures.  
Monitors gather information about internal grievance procedures through worker and management 
interviews and make recommendations to factories to improve communication and grievance 
systems. 
 
FLA review of Eddie Bauer tracking charts reveal that in 2004, Eddie Bauer improved in providing 
factories with more detailed information about establishing internal grievance systems.  Also in 
2004, the company revised its Code of Conduct poster to include contact information for local 
Eddie Bauer representatives. 
 
Conducted Internal Monitoring of Applicable Facilities 
 
Eddie Bauer uses a Risk Assessment tool to prioritize factory audits; it audits its most active 
factories at least once annually.  The audit process includes worker interviews, records review, 
management interviews, and a factory tour.  Information garnered from the audit is recorded in a 
database designed to track all monitoring activities, including due dates and progress of 
remediation plans. 
 
Submitted to Unannounced, Independent External Monitoring (IEM) Visits to Factories 
Throughout its Supply Chain 
 
Eddie Bauer provided factory lists, factory profiles, and related information to the FLA as required 
during years one through three of implementation.  Eddie Bauer ensured that no FLA monitors 
were denied access to factories, records, and workers during unannounced visits.  The company 
also cooperated with FLA staff following IEMs to ensure that remediation and follow-up took place 
and were reported in FLA factory tracking charts, which are available for review on the FLA 
website.  
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
Collected and Managed Compliance Information Effectively 
 
Eddie Bauer uses a database, Allegro, to collect and organize Eddie Bauer International factory 
compliance information.  It organizes noncompliance by code element, which allows for tracking of 
audit findings.  
 
Eddie Bauer reports on its compliance activities and results to the FLA on an annual basis.  
  
Remediated Noncompliance Issues in a Timely Manner 
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According to the EBI auditors, factories submit their remediation plans within two weeks of an 
audit.  Deadlines for corrective action plans are set by auditors, with the agreement of vendors.  
EDI Auditors communicate audit findings to the factory management at the end of an audit and 
clearly indicate areas for improvement and a desirable timeframe to achieve remediation goals. 
 
In the Eddie Bauer database, audits with unacceptable results are marked with a “U,” indicating 
that no future orders can be placed with the factory.  Verification of remediation must take place 
before further orders are given.   
  
 
Acted to Prevent Persistent Forms of Noncompliance 
  
The Senior Labor Compliance Auditor provides a monthly update of the program to the Director of 
Sourcing which reflects the key compliance issues in Eddie Bauer contract factories.  When non-
compliance issues are identified that could impact compliance at factories in other countries or 
regions, Eddie Bauer alerted these other factories via memos or in the “Compliance Tips” section 
of its newsletter.  The “Compliance Tips” section advises vendors about ways to prevent 
noncompliance in their factories. 
 
Additional details about Eddie Bauer’s projects can be accessed by clicking the “Compliance Program” tab 
above, or in the FLA’s Year Two report on Eddie Bauer. 
Consulted with Civil Society (i.e.,  Labor, Human Rights, Religious or other Local 
Institutions) 
 
During its implementation period, Eddie Bauer has met with over twenty organizations in more 
than 10 countries.  The FLA verified Eddie Bauer’s attendance at the FLA NGO consultation in 
Bangkok in 2003, and in 2004, the Senior Labor Compliance Officer and the Director met with two 
workers rights NGOs in Hong Kong and a labor resource center in India to discuss issues directly 
related to factory compliance, such as migrant labor, labor law enforcement, and home workers.   
 
 
Paid FLA Dues and Met Other Procedural and Administrative Requirements 
 
  
All Eddie Bauer dues and administration and monitoring fees were paid on time; all contracts were 
duly signed; and all required factory lists were submitted as required by the FLA.   
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GEAR For Sports  
 
1. GEAR For Sports Company Profile   
 
Company Name: GFSI, Inc. 
 
Year of FLA Implementation: 2nd year    See FLA Y2 Report on GEAR For Sports 
 
FLA Initial Implementation Period Ends: Dec 2005  
 
Annual Consolidated Revenue in FY 2004 (millions): $176 
 
Company Status: GEAR For Sports is privately owned  
 
FLA Applicable Brands / Brand’s Percentage of Total Consolidated Revenue:  
 
GEAR For Sports®    /  62%  
Champion Custom Products® /  38%       
 
Total Applicable Facilities Worldwide in FLA 2004:    
 
37 applicable facilities      See details iv 
               
Applicable Facilities subject to Internal Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 
 
18 applicable facilities      See details i 
 
Total FLA Independent External Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004:  
 
1 applicable facility independently monitored by FLA 
        More about GEAR’s IEM visits in 2004 
         
        See individual factory tracking chart  
                                                                                     
Compliance Staff Worldwide:    
  
1 full-time staff person based at company headquarters coordinates with several GEAR staff 
members who are not in the compliance department.  
         Learn more about GEAR’s Compliance Program  
        
Third parties contracted by compliance team?  Yes   See list of third parties and work conductediv 
 
Notes:  
 
GEAR For Sports is an FLA Category A University Licensee.    
Click here to view list of universitiesiv  
Access FLA database to learn about where licensed goods are produced. 
 
2005 Annual Public Report   102
                                                                                                                                                 
2. GEAR For Sports’ Labor Compliance Program in 2004  
 
GEAR for Sports (“GEAR”) completed the second year of its initial implementation period 
of the FLA program in 2004.  GEAR’s Global Human Rights Program is responsible for 
administering the GEAR for Sports/Champion Custom Code of Conduct, which 
corresponds with the FLA Code of Conduct.  The Global Human Rights Program is 
managed by the Director of Logistics, Customs and Global Human Rights, who is located 
at the corporate headquarters, and reports to the Senior Vice President of Supply Chain.  
GEAR uses the staff of Country Manager Offices and Buying Agents Offices (primarily 
Quality Control staff) to conduct factory audits and the necessary follow-up, training, 
and communications.  Additionally, staff from corporate headquarters (Sourcing, Quality 
Assurance and Logistics, Customs and Global Human Rights Departments) visits the 
factories 2-4 times per year, on average. 
 
In 2004, GEAR’s labor compliance staff consisted of ten part-time persons, one at 
headquarter and 9 in Asia, Latin America, and Mexico.  GEAR contracted with Worldwide 
Responsible Apparel Production (WRAP) for compliance support in 7 factories.
 
3. Developments of in GEAR For Sports’ Labor Compliance Program in 
2004iv 
 
A. Compliance Systems Developed in 2004 
 
GEAR reported that the focus of its labor compliance program in 2004 was on additional 
training, improved computer tracking systems, and improved communications between 
managers and factory workers. 
 
 Compliance staff participated in several training sessions, among them general 
human rights training conducted at headquarters and in Latin America by the 
Director of Logistics, Customs, and Human Global Human Rights; training on FLA 
auditing at headquarters by a member of the FLA staff; and on-site factory audit 
training in Honduras and Peru for GEAR staff by experts from the FLA and WRAP. 
 
 Expansion of communication links between management and factory workers on 
Code requirements, and development of a third party complaint procedure that 
workers can use to raise code violations.  GEAR’s Code of Conduct was amended 
to include a third party complaint procedure and the Director of Logistics, 
Customs, and Global Human Rights discussed this issue in detail with Country 
Manager staff and factory management during a December 2004 visit to 
Honduras, Guatemala, Colombia, and Peru.   
 
B. Selected Elements in Implementing the FLA Requirements 
  
In the second year of FLA implementation, GEAR’s sourcing structure shifted from a 
Buying Agent office to primarily a Country Manager office structure; the Country 
Manager office personnel are full-time, dedicated contract employees.  This new 
structure gives GEAR staff a more hands-on involvement in labor compliance activities.  
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GEAR targeted 100% of all factories for internal audit (GEAR uses WRAP certification as 
internal auditing) and conducted such auditing on all “current” factories with the 
exception of two.   GEAR’s compliance focus was on Latin America, the region that 
provides 65% of the company’s garment sourcing.  GEAR remediated noncompliances 
related to worker/management awareness of codes, safety and health (inadequate 
information about fire drills, lack of risk assessments, misplacement of fire extinguishers, 
lack of personal protection safeguards on machinery), and hours of work.  
 
 
4. FLA Independent External Monitoring in GEAR For Sports’ Applicable 
Facilities  
 
A. An Introduction to FLA Independent External Monitoring  
 
FLA independent external monitoring (IEM) is one way that the FLA verifies Participating 
Companies’ compliance activities in the factories where they produce.  By conducting 
unannounced independent external monitoring visits in approximately 5% of all 
Participating Company applicable facilities that are deemed to be high risk, the FLA is 
able to observe a company’s progress in developing systems for effective prevention and 
remediation of noncompliance issues each year.  The FLA tracking charts (accessed at 
http://fairlabor.org/all/transparency/reports.html) provide detailed information about 
monitoring findings and GEAR For Sports’ approach to remediation of noncompliance 
issues.   
 
B. Summary of FLA 2004 Independent External Monitoring in GEAR For 
Sports’ Applicable Facilities 
 
The following table provides information about FLA independent monitoring visits 
undertaken in GEAR For Sports applicable facilities in 2004.  It provides background 
information about the factories, the monitors, and their visits.   
 
GEAR For Sports Independent External Monitoring (IEM) Summary – 2004 
Number of IEMs in 2004:                                                                1 
Remediation shared with other FLA Companies:                     0 
Remediation undertaken independently:                                1 
Average number of workers per independently monitored facility:     1,900 
Regions 
 
Independent 
External 
Monitoring Visits 
FLA-Accredited Monitors Conducting 
Visits 
Americas 
-- Peru 1 Cotecna (1) 
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C. Independent External Monitoring Results  
 
The single independent external monitoring event in 2004 at a factory contracted by 
GEAR for Sports revealed two instances of noncompliance, both related to the Code 
Awareness Provision of the FLA Workplace Code of Conduct.  The two noncompliances, 
remediated by GEAR, referred to the Worker/Management Code Awareness and 
Confidential Noncompliance Reporting Channel benchmarks.  The very low number of 
noncompliances identified by the monitor in this factory represented a statistical outlier 
and the FLA engaged in a dialogue with the monitor on the monitoring methodology and 
techniques employed in order to better understand the unusual results. 
 
 
iv  GEAR For Sports’ FLA Applicable Facilities and Monitoring Activities in 2004 
 
In accordance with the FLA Charter, the chart below lists the countries where GEAR’s 
applicable facilities were located during the reporting period, as well as the number of 
internal and FLA independent external monitoring visits that took place during that time.   
 
Please note that this chart represents only one of a number of activities undertaken by 
participating companies to ensure factory compliance with the FLA Workplace Code of 
Conduct.  The number of site visits conducted by a participating company does not 
indicate whether one or more of a company’s applicable facilities are in compliance with 
the Code.  While this information can help readers gain a better grasp of the geographic 
scope and focus of participating companies’ compliance efforts, it should be interpreted 
in the context of the more qualitative characteristics of each company’s compliance 
program.  
 
 
Location of 
Factories 
(Country)  
Number of 
Applicable 
Facilities 
GEAR For Sports 
Internal Monitoring  
(Number of Facilities 
Visited)  
FLA Independent 
External Monitoring 
(Number of Facilities 
Visited) 
Cambodia 2 1 0 
China 3 2 0 
Columbia 3 0 0 
Guatemala 2 0 0 
Honduras 2 1 0 
Indonesia 2 2 0 
Korea 1 0 0 
Malaysia 3 1 0 
Mexico 3 1 0 
Peru 6 4 1 
Philippines 1 0 0 
Singapore 1 0 0 
Thailand 1 0 0 
Vietnam 7 6 0 
TOTAL 37 18 1 
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iv  
Name of Monitoring Group, 
Organization, etc. Work Conducted 
Number of Factories 
Monitored, If Applicable 
WRAP WRAP Auditing Certification 7 
 
iv  
Universities, Colleges and Secondary Schools Licensing GEAR For Sports (including 
Champion Custom Products) 
 
Name of School Location 
American University Washington DC 
Appalachian State University North Carolina 
University of Arizona Arizona 
Arizona State University Arizona 
Ball State University Indiana 
Boise State University Idaho 
Boston College Massachusetts 
Boston University Massachusetts 
Brown University Rhode Island 
University of California at Berkeley California 
University of California at Davis California 
University of California at Irvine California 
University of California at Los Angeles California 
University of California at San Diego California 
University of California at Santa Barbara California 
University of California at Santa Cruz California 
California State University at Long Beach California 
California State University at Northridge California 
California State University at Sacramento California 
Carnegie Mellon University Pennsylvania 
Colgate University New York 
Colorado State University Colorado 
Columbia University New York 
Cornell University New York 
Creighton University Nebraska 
Dartmouth College New Hampshire 
University of Dayton Ohio 
University of Delaware Delaware 
Denison University Ohio 
University of Detroit - Mercy Michigan 
Duke University North Carolina 
Ferris State University Michigan 
University of Florida Florida 
Florida State University Florida 
Fordham University New York 
Furman University South Carolina 
George Mason University Virginia 
University of Georgia Georgia 
  
University of Georgia Georgia 
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Georgia Institute of Technology Georgia 
Harvard University Massachusetts 
Illinois State University Illinois 
University of Iowa Iowa 
James Madison University Virginia 
University of Kansas Kansas 
Kansas State University Kansas 
University of Kentucky Kentucky 
Lincoln University Pennsylvania 
Louisiana State University and A&M College Louisiana 
University of Louisville Kentucky 
Marquette University Wisconsin 
University of Maryland Maryland 
Marymount University Virginia 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology Massachusetts 
University of Memphis Tennessee 
University of Miami Florida 
University of Michigan Michigan 
Michigan State University Michigan 
Michigan Technological University Michigan 
University of Missouri at Columbia Missouri 
University of Nebraska Nebraska 
University of Nevada at Las Vegas Nevada 
University of New Hampshire New Hampshire 
University of New Mexico New Mexico 
New Mexico State University New Mexico 
University of North Carolina at Greensboro North Carolina 
North Carolina State University North Carolina 
Northeastern Illinois University Illinois 
Northwestern University Illinois 
University of Notre Dame Indiana 
Ohio State University Ohio 
University of Pennsylvania Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania State University Pennsylvania 
University of Pittsburgh Pennsylvania 
Princeton University New Jersey 
Purdue University Indiana 
Rutgers University New Jersey 
St. Cloud State University Minnesota 
St. John’s University New York 
St. Joseph’s University Pennsylvania 
San Diego State University California 
San Jose State University  California 
Santa Clara University California 
Seton Hall University New Jersey 
University of South Florida Florida 
University of Southern California California 
Syracuse University New York 
Temple University Pennsylvania 
University of Texas at Austin Texas 
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University of Texas, Medical Branch at Galveston Texas 
Tufts University Massachusetts 
University of Utah Utah 
Utah State University Utah 
Valdosta State University Georgia 
Vanderbilt University Tennessee 
Villanova University Virginia 
University of Virginia Virginia 
Virginia Tech Virginia 
Washington University Missouri 
Western Washington University Washington 
West Virginia University West Virginia 
University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee  Wisconsin 
Wright State University Wisconsin 
University of Wyoming Wyoming 
Xavier University Ohio 
Yale University Connecticut 
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Gildan Activewear 
 
1. Gildan Activewear Company Profile   
 
Company Name: Gildan Activewear 
 
Year of FLA Implementation: 1st year      
 
FLA Initial Implementation Period Ends: Dec 2007  
 
Annual Consolidated Revenue in FY 2004 (millions): $533  
 
Company Status: Public [NYSE and TSX: Gildan] 
 
FLA Applicable Brands / Brand’s Percentage of Total Consolidated Revenue:  
 
Gildan Activewear / 100%     
 
Total Applicable Facilities Worldwide in FLA 2004:    
 
29 applicable facilities       See details iv 
              
Applicable Facilities subject to Internal Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 
 
23 applicable facilities         See details i  
 
Total FLA Independent External Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004:  
 
1 applicable facility was independently monitored by FLA      
        More about Gildan’s IEM visits in 2004 
          
         See individual factory tracking charts  
          
Compliance Staff Worldwide:    
 
2 full-time staff at company headquarters coordinates with an additional two full-time and five 
part-time regional staff members based in Central America and Mexico.  
       Learn more about Gildan’s Compliance Program  
        
Third parties contracted by compliance team? Yes  See list of third parties    
        and work conductediv 
Notes: 
 Gildan was involved in remediation of a third party complaint during the reporting period:  
o Complaint received in December 2003 regarding a facility in Honduras -- extensive 
remediation and follow-up in 2004 and 2005; for more information please read the 
Third Party Complaint case study.  
      See FLA Third Party Complaint Report  
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2. Gildan’s Labor Compliance Program in 2004  
 
In 2004, Gildan completed the first year of its initial implementation period of the FLA 
program. Gildan’s Social Compliance Program is responsible for ensuring compliance 
with the FLA Code of Conduct. During the reporting period, the position of Director of 
Social Compliance was created and filled at the corporate headquarters; the Director 
reports to two vice presidents with responsibilities for Legal Affairs and Human 
Resources policies for all company activities.  The Director of Social Compliance was 
supported by one full-time staff member at headquarters, and two full-time and five 
part-time compliance staff members in the field, located in Central America and Mexico. 
 
Gildan contracted with Accordia Inc. for internal monitoring of the FLA Workplace Code 
of Conduct at 23 facilities, 6 located in Canada, 2 in the United States, 3 company-
owned and 3 contract factories in Honduras, 1 company-owned and 2 contract facilities 
in Haiti, 2 contract factories in El Salvador, 1 company-owned and 1 contract factory in 
Nicaragua, and 2 company-owned facilities in Mexico. 
 
3. Developments in Gildan’s Labor Compliance Program in 2004iv 
 
A. Compliance Systems Developed in 2004 
 
In its first year of implementation of the FLA program, Gildan made progress in the 
following areas: 
 
 Staffing of Social Compliance Program and training of corporate staff and of 
regional staff and factory management on the FLA Workplace Code of Conduct 
and Monitoring Principles. 
 
 Communicating obligations and expectations of FLA participation to regional staff 
and factory management and seeking their acceptance of such obligations and 
expectations; building awareness among workers about FLA code requirements; 
providing employees with confidential reporting channels. 
 
 Establishing relationships with local NGOs with knowledge of local issues and 
concerns of workers and with international NGOs involved in labor compliance 
issues. 
 
B. Selected Elements in Implementing the FLA Requirements  
 
The primary focus of Gildan’s Social Compliance Program in 2004 was the remediation of 
issues identified during an FLA independent external monitoring visit at a Honduras 
sewing facility.  Secondly, the company followed up on conditions imposed by the FLA 
Board subsequent to the announcement of the closure of a facility.  Overall, the 
company made significant progress in remediating noncompliance issues, as 
acknowledged by the FLA Board of Directors in its December 10, 2004, statement.   
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4. FLA Independent External Monitoring in Gildan’s Applicable Facilities  
 
A. An Introduction to FLA Independent External Monitoring  
 
FLA independent external monitoring (IEM) is one way that the FLA verifies Participating 
Companies’ compliance activities in the factories where they produce.  By conducting 
unannounced independent external monitoring visits in approximately 5% of all 
Participating Company applicable facilities that are deemed to be high risk, the FLA is 
able to observe a company’s progress in developing systems for effective prevention and 
remediation of noncompliance issues each year.  The FLA tracking charts (accessed at 
http://fairlabor.org/all/trasnparency/reports.html) provide detailed information about 
monitoring findings and Gildan’s approach to remediation of noncompliance issues. 
 
 
B. Summary of FLA 2004 Independent External Monitoring in Gildan’s 
Applicable Facilities 
 
The following table provides information about FLA independent monitoring visits 
undertaken in Gildan applicable facilities in 2004.  It provides background information 
about the factories, the monitors, and their visits.   
 
Gildan Independent External Monitoring (IEM) Summary – 2004 
Number of IEMs in 2004:                                                   1 
Remediation shared with other FLA Companies:         0   
Remediation undertaken independently:                    1        
Average number of workers per independently monitored facility:      1,900 
Regions 
 
Independent 
External 
Monitoring 
Visits 
FLA-Accredited Monitors 
Conducting Visits 
Americas 
-- Honduras  1 
A & L Group, Inc. (1) 
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C. Independent External Monitoring Results  
 
Gildan 2004 FLA IEM  Percentage Findings by Benchmark and Code Element
Health and Safety
28%
Freedom of Association
12%
Hours of Work
12%
OT Compensation
16%
Harassment or Abuse
4%
Miscellaneous
8%
Wages and Benefits
20%
 
 
The figure above displays the percentage breakdown by Code Provision of the total 
noncompliance issues reported by FLA independent monitors in Gildan’s facilities, which 
Gildan addressed through remediation in 2004.  Noncompliance findings with regard to 
Health and Safety were the most frequently reported issues, making up 28% of the 
total noncompliance issues identified.iv  The most commonly reported and remediated 
Health and Safety issues were related to inadequate postings and evacuation 
procedures, safety equipment, personal protective equipment, and sanitation in the 
facility.   
 
Noncompliance with the FLA’s Wages and Hours of Work was also common, with a total 
of 48% of all findings related to Wages and Benefits (20%), Hours of Work (12%), 
and Overtime Compensation (16%).  The top Wages and Hours of Work issues taken 
up by Gildan through corrective actions plans were related to overtime limitations, 
overtime compensation, worker awareness of their wages and  benefits, and the 
factory’s provision of legal benefits to workers. 
 
Noncompliance with other Code Provisions was reported by FLA monitors with less 
frequency.  As discussed in previous sections, the FLA is working to develop systems for 
more effective monitoring and remediation of the Code Provisions that are particularly 
complex and difficult to assess, such as Freedom of Association and Collective 
Bargaining, Nondiscrimination, and Harassment and Abuse.  There were no findings of 
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forced or bonded labor in facilities producing for Gildan.  Likewise there were no findings 
of underage workers in these facilities.  Please follow the links in the graph above to 
learn more about the benchmarks for these and other FLA Code provisions, and visit the 
FLA factory tracking charts to learn more about Gildan’s approach to remediation of all 
of the noncompliance issues mentioned above.   
 
Click here iv to learn how the FLA collects the data that is illustrated in this chart. 
 
 
iv  Gildan’s FLA Applicable Facilities and Monitoring Activities in 2004  
 
In accordance with the FLA Charter, the chart below lists the countries where Gildan’s 
applicable facilities were located during the reporting period, as well as the number of 
internal and FLA independent external monitoring visits that took place during that time.   
 
Please note that this chart represents only one of a number of activities undertaken by 
participating companies to ensure factory compliance with the FLA Workplace Code of 
Conduct.  The number of site visits conducted by a participating company does not 
indicate whether one or more of a company’s applicable facilities are in compliance with 
the Code.  While this information can help readers gain a better grasp of the geographic 
scope and focus of participating companies’ compliance efforts, it should be interpreted 
in the context of the more qualitative characteristics of each company’s compliance 
program.  
 
 
Location of 
Factories      
(Country) 
Number of 
Applicable 
Facilities 
Gildan Internal 
Monitoring 
(Number of Facilities 
Visited) 
FLA Independent 
External Monitoring 
(Number of Facilities 
Visited) 
Canada 6 6 0 
Dominican Republic 1 0 0 
El Salvador 2 2 0 
Haiti 6 3 0 
Honduras 7 6 1 
Mexico 2 2 0 
Nicaragua 2 2 0 
United States 3 2 0 
TOTAL 29 23 1 
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iv Understanding the data reported in this section  
 
To understand the data reported in this section, take for example the FLA Code provision relating 
to Harassment or Abuse.  The FLA Workplace Code states: “Every employee will be treated with 
respect and dignity.  No employee will be subject to any physical, sexual, psychological or verbal 
harassment or abuse.” The FLA Benchmarks provide monitors with guidance about the meaning 
of each FLA Code provision (click hereiv to see the benchmarks for Harassment or Abuse).  By 
way of example, if in the context of an IEM a monitor were to observe that: (1) workers in a 
factory are not allowed access to toilets; and (2) a manager is verbally abusive to workers, the 
monitor would report to the FLA instances of noncompliance with regard to two benchmarks, that 
is, two instances of noncompliance even though both relate to the same Code provision.  In 
contrast, if a monitor were to observe several instances of noncompliance with a single 
benchmark in a given factory, these will be counted as one noncompliance.  For example, if a 
monitor were to observe restrictions on access to toilets in different sections of the factory, these 
distinct instances of noncompliance would be cited once under Harassment or Abuse.   
 
Thus, the frequency of noncompliance with a particular Code provision can provide some general 
sense of factory conditions, but does not necessarily present the complete story.  Additionally, 
because the investigations are qualitative in nature, the quantitative information provided should 
not be taken as hard statistics but rather as indications of trends in the FLA supply chain.  The 
FLA is continuing to work in developing a database for improved processing and reporting of data 
collected during IEMs.  Please access individual factory tracking charts for a more comprehensive 
and detailed look at factory conditions.     
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Liz Claiborne, Inc.  
 
1. Liz Claiborne, Inc. Company Profile   
 
In May 2005, Liz Claiborne, Inc. received the designation of FLA-Accredited Compliance Program.  Please click 
on the "FLA Accredited Program" tab to read the accreditation report. Click here for a description of FLA 
Accreditation.    
 
 
 
Company Name: Liz Claiborne, Inc (LCI) 
 
Year of FLA Implementation: 3rd year     See FLA Y2 report on LCI   
          
FLA Initial Implementation Period Ended: Dec 2004    See FLA Accreditation Report 
 
Annual Consolidated Revenue in FY 2004 (millions): $ 4,241 
 
Company Status: Public [NYSE: LIZ] 
 
FLA Applicable Brands / Brand’s Percentage of Total Consolidated Revenue:  
 
The following brands make up 54% of LCI revenue:  
Liz Claiborne®*, Claiborne® (Men’s), Axcess®,  Crazy Horse® (Women’s & Men’s), Dana 
Buchman®, Elisabeth® - Retail, Emma James®, First Issue®, J.H. Collectibles®, Sigrid Olsen®, 
Villager®     
 
*Brands added to Monitoring Program: Laundry® by Shelli Segal, Lucky Brand Jeans® 
*New LCI Brands added to Liz portfolio and under the Monitoring Program: Curve®, Intuitions®, Jane 
Street®, Realities®, Swe® 
 
Total Applicable Facilities Worldwide in FLA 2004:   
 
329 (active factories including De Minimis) applicable facilities See detailsiv  
                   
Applicable Facilities subject to Internal Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004:  
 
182 applicable facilities        See details i 
  
Total FLA Independent External Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 
 
11 applicable facilities independently monitored by FLA 
 
        More about LCI’s IEM visits in 2004 
         
                   See individual factory tracking charts  
Compliance Staff Worldwide:    
 
7 full-time and 7 part-time staff worldwide – based in various countries, with headquarters in 
U.S.    
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         Learn more about LCI’s Compliance Program  
             
Third parties contracted by compliance team? Yes   See list of third parties   
         and work conductediv 
 
Notes:  
 
 LCI is included in FLA Year One and Two report.  
 
 
 
 
2. Liz Claiborne, Inc.’s Labor Compliance Program in 2004 
 
LCI’s Standards of Engagement are based on the FLA Workplace Code of Conduct.  The 
Vice President of Human Rights Compliance, who reports to the Senior Vice 
President/General Counsel, is responsible for implementation of the labor compliance 
program.  The Vice President of Human Rights Compliance is a member of the Allocation 
Committee responsible for production and factory allocations for future seasons, and 
participates in periodic meeting with corporate and divisional manufacturing executives 
to discuss sourcing and compliance issues concerning LCI factories around the world.   
 
In 2004, LCI’s labor compliance staff consisted of 14 full time persons, 7 located at 
headquarters and 7 in the field.  LCI contracted with several third-party organizations to 
conduct compliance support in 2004, among them P.B.M.S. (Korea and Guatemala), T-
Group Solutions (India), WIRE (Jordan), Global Social Compliance, CSCC, and Labor 
Law, the latter two professional auditing firms providing external monitoring to newly 
added brands (Lucky Brand Jeans and Laundry by Shellli Segal). 
 
 
3. Developments in Liz Claiborne, Inc.’s Labor Compliance Program in 
2004iv 
 
A. Compliance Systems Developed in 2004 
 
In 2004, LCI reported that it continued its efforts to address relating to hours of work 
and overtime wages in China and compliance with mandatory social benefits in countries 
such as Korea.  The LCI compliance team continued to develop relationships with 
management of Chinese factories that would lead to transparent payroll record-keeping.  
The company also worked with suppliers to develop overtime policies, requiring that 
they post them where they were visible for workers to review.  LCI also made several 
follow-up visits and contacts to key facilities in order to chart their progress in ensuring 
“reasonable” work hours and fair wage payments.   
 
LCI found that non-enrollment in social security is a common noncompliance in Korean 
factories, where workers often prefer not to enroll in order not to make their required 
contribution (4.5% of wages).  LCI’s agent met with factory management to establish 
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social security enrollment goals and with workers to discuss the long-term benefits of 
enrollment.   
 
Click here to see the Year Two report on LCI.  
 
B. Selected Elements in Implementing the FLA Requirements  
 
 In 2004, two new apparel divisions, Lucky Brand Jeans and Laundry by Shelli 
Segal, were added to the monitoring program.   
 
 LCI increased internal monitoring to 55% of all active applicable facilities.  
Monitoring was targeted at facilities based on risk (previous compliance records 
and country risks), supplier ranking in terms of production volume, and date of 
last audit.  LCI conducted approximately 40 return visits to follow up on payroll 
violations, excessive overtime, and more serious noncompliance issues.  All new 
factories added to the roster were audited. 
 
 Through its confidential reporting channel, LCI received 6 complaints from 
workers regarding plants in China, El Salvador, Guatemala, and Jordan.  LCI 
investigated all of the complaints and took action as appropriate, including 
ending business relationship with one factory in China. 
 
Click here to review LCI’s activities in Year Two. 
 
 
4. FLA Independent External Monitoring in Liz Claiborne’s  
Applicable Facilities  
 
A. An Introduction to FLA Independent External Monitoring  
 
FLA independent external monitoring (IEM) is one way that the FLA verifies Participating 
Companies’ compliance activities in the factories where they produce.  By conducting 
unannounced independent external monitoring visits in approximately 5% of all 
Participating Company applicable facilities that are deemed to be high risk, the FLA is 
able to observe a company’s progress in developing systems for effective prevention and 
remediation of noncompliance issues each year.  The FLA tracking charts (accessed at 
http://fairlabor.org/all/trasnparency/reports.html) provide detailed information about 
monitoring findings and LCI’s approach to remediation of noncompliance issues. 
 
B. Summary of FLA Independent External Monitoring in LCI Applicable 
Facilities 
 
The following table provides information about FLA independent monitoring visits 
undertaken in Liz Claiborne’s Applicable Facilities in 2004.  It provides background 
information about the factories, the monitors, and their visits.   
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LCI Independent External Monitoring (IEM) Summary – 2004 
Number of IEMs in 2004:                                                             11 
Remediation shared with other FLA Companies:                     4 
Remediation undertaken independently:                               7 
Average number of workers per independently monitored facility:     1,253 
Regions 
 
Independent 
External 
Monitoring 
Visits 
FLA-Accredited Monitors 
Conducting Visits 
East Asia 
-- China, Korea  3 
Global Standards (3) 
Southeast Asia 
-- Indonesia, Vietnam 3 
Société Générale de Surveillance (1), 
Bureau Veritas (2) 
South Asia 
-- India, Sri Lanka 3 
T-Group Solutions (2), Société 
Générale de Surveillance (1) 
Americas 
-- Dominican Republic, 
Mexico 
2 
A & L Group, Inc (1), Cotecna (1) 
 
C. Independent External Monitoring Results  
 
Liz Claiborne 2004 FLA IEM Percentage Findings by Benchmark and Code Element
Code Awareness
9%
Freedom of Association
4%
Wages and Benefits
12%
Miscellaneous
4%
Health and Safety
48%
Risk of Forced Labor 
4%
Hours of Work
9% Harassment or Abuse
2%
Nondiscrimination
5%
Risk of Child Labor
1%
OT Compensation
2%
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The figure above displays the percentage breakdown by Code Provision of the total 
noncompliance issues reported by FLA independent monitors in Liz Claiborne’s facilities, 
which Liz Claiborne addressed through remediation in 2004.  Noncompliance findings 
with regard to Health and Safety were the most frequently reported issues, making up 
48% of the total noncompliance issues identified.iv  The most commonly reported and 
remediated Health and Safety issues were related to inadequate postings and 
evacuation procedures, poor ventilation, electrical and facility maintenance, personal 
protective equipment, and poor sanitation in dormitories.   
 
Noncompliance with the FLA’s Wages and Hours of Work was also common, with a total 
of 23% of all findings related to Wages and Benefits (12%), Hours of Work (9%), 
and Overtime Compensation (2%).  The top Wages and Hours of Work issues taken 
up by Liz Claiborne through corrective actions plans were related to overtime limitations, 
poor time and payroll recording systems and the factory’s provision of legal benefits to 
workers.  Noncompliance with Code Awareness represented 9% of the noncompliance 
findings; the most common instances of noncompliance in this area addressed through 
remediation were a lack of code awareness among workers and management code and 
the absence of a functioning confidential communication channel.   
 
Noncompliance with other Code Provisions was reported by FLA monitors with less 
frequency.  As discussed in previous sections, the FLA is working to develop systems for 
more effective monitoring and remediation of the Code Provisions that are particularly 
complex and difficult to assess, such as Freedom of Association and Collective 
Bargaining, Nondiscrimination, and Harassment and Abuse. 
 
There were no findings of forced or bonded labor in facilities producing for Liz Claiborne.   
Likewise there were no findings of underage workers in these facilities.  The Forced 
Labor (4%) and Child Labor (1%) noncompliance reported above related to other 
benchmarks categorized under this Code provision.  Please follow the links in the graph 
above to learn more about the benchmarks for these and other FLA Code provisions, 
and visit the FLA factory tracking charts to learn more about Liz Claiborne’s approach to 
remediation of all of the noncompliance issues mentioned above.   
 
Click here iv to learn how the FLA collects the data that is illustrated in this chart. 
 
 
iv  Liz Claiborne, Inc.’s FLA Applicable Facilities and Monitoring Activities in 
2004 
 
In accordance with the FLA Charter, the chart below lists the countries where LCI’s 
applicable facilities were located during the reporting period, as well as the number of 
internal and FLA independent external monitoring visits that took place during that time.   
 
Please note that this chart represents only one of a number of activities undertaken by 
participating companies to ensure factory compliance with the FLA Workplace Code of 
Conduct.  The number of site visits conducted by a participating company does not 
indicate whether one or more of a company’s applicable facilities are in compliance with 
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the Code.  While this information can help readers gain a better grasp of the geographic 
scope and focus of participating companies’ compliance efforts, it should be interpreted 
in the context of the more qualitative characteristics of each company’s compliance 
program.  
 
 
Location of 
Factories 
(Country) 
Number of 
Applicable 
Facilities  
LCI Internal 
Monitoring 
(Number of 
Facilities Visited) 
FLA Independent 
External Monitoring  
(Number of Facilities 
Visited) 
Bangladesh 1 0 0 
China 110 48 2 
Colombia 4 0 0 
Dominican Republic 7 0 1 
El Salvador 1 1 0 
Guatemala 3 0 0 
Honduras 2 2 0 
Hong Kong 45 16 0 
India 38 37 1 
Indonesia 15 10 2 
Italy 2 0 0 
Japan 0 0 0 
Jordan 3 3 0 
Korea 51 15 1 
Macau 8 5 0 
Macedonia 4 0 0 
Madagascar 0 0 0 
Malaysia 0 0 0 
Mauritius 0 0 0 
Mexico 14 7 1 
Mongolia 1 1 0 
Mauritius 2 2 0 
Peru 4 2 0 
Philippines 10 4 0 
Saipan 7 3 0 
Sri Lanka 17 7 2 
Taiwan 12 6 0 
Thailand 9 5 0 
Turkey 12 5 0 
United Kingdom 1 0 0 
Vietnam 9 5 1 
Total 
389 (60 Less 
Active = 329) 182 11 
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iv  
 
Third Parties Contracted by Liz Claiborne, Inc. for Compliance Support 
Name of Monitoring Group, 
Organization, etc. Work Conducted 
Number of Factories 
Monitored, If Applicable 
T-Group Solutions  Full compliance audits -- India 40 
WIRE  Full compliance audits -- Jordan 3 
Global Social Compliance Full compliance audits in various countries 35 
CSCC Full compliance audit (Laundry by Shelli Segal) 10 
Labor Law Full compliance audit (Lucky Brand Jeans) 20 
 
*This table does not take into account all site visits conducted by LCI’s agents.  Agents 
who source for LCI, but are not LCI employees, are required to conduct a pre-
assessment for every new factory and follow up site inspections to ensure action plans 
are being implemented in a timely manner. 
 
 
 
5. LCI’s Compliance Program: An FLA-Accredited Compliance Program  
 
FLA Accreditation of Liz Claiborne Inc.’s Labor Compliance Program 
2005 
 
In May 2005, the FLA Board of Directors voted to accredit Liz Claiborne Inc.’s 
compliance program.  The decision was based on an assessment by FLA staff that 
included audits both at headquarters and at the field level, and visits to a number of 
apparel supplier facilities.  In conducting the assessment, FLA staff interviewed LCI’s 
personnel, inspected files, observed the annual compliance staff training, reviewed 
factory records, observed Liz Claiborne field staff in apparel factories, and analyzed 
findings from a total of 40 independent external monitoring visits conducted at LCI’s 
facilities over the course of the previous three years.   
 
This accreditation assessment focused exclusively on LCI’s compliance program during 
the initial implementation period, which lasted from July 2001 until December 2004.  
The compliance program implements FLA Standards in the factories that produce LCI’s 
apparel around the world (338 in Year One, 273 in Year Two, and 390 in Year Three – 
click here to see where they are located).   
 
 
By accrediting LCI’s program, the FLA Board formally recognized that the program has 
fulfilled the requirements set forth by the FLA and in the Monitoring Plan that Liz 
Claiborne Inc. submitted upon entering the FLA.  Accreditation does not mean that a 
program is perfect, however.  When accrediting a program the FLA stresses the need for 
continued improvement at the level of the factory and the company. In the event that 
the FLA finds that a company is not acting in good faith to uphold its obligations, it 
retains the right to retract accreditation.   
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       Click hereiv for more information about FLA accreditation. 
 
 
FLA Assessment of LCI’s Compliance Program – In Brief 
 
The FLA determined that LCI compliance staff is highly active in most factories 
producing for Liz Claiborne Inc.  The LCI Human Rights Compliance Program employs 
six full-time compliance officers who work under the US-based Vice President of Human 
Rights.  LCI also works with third party monitors to assist the company in its compliance 
efforts.  Regular presence in the majority of factories affords the compliance staff 
opportunities to coach factory management to make long-term improvements in 
compliance.  Especially notable during the implementation period were LCI’s efforts to 
evaluate the effectiveness of its monitoring program per region by participating in 
special initiatives.  For example, LCI attended a series of meetings with representatives 
from the ILO, local government, monitoring groups and trade unions in Sri Lanka to 
seek agreement upon acceptable standards and credible third party monitoring program.  
The program sought to minimize audit redundancies and set high standards for the 
factories in order to promote a competitive edge for Sri Lankan manufacturers.  
 
Overall, the company is an active participant in the FLA, and has encouraged apparel 
facilities to participate and increasingly take the lead in ongoing and new activities that 
promise to bring about improved workplace conditions.  Please see the chart below for a 
brief summary of ways in which LCI fulfilled particular FLA requirements for 
accreditation.   
 
    Click here to return to the full FLA 2005 Report on Liz Claiborne.  
 
 
 
Liz Claiborne’s Fulfillment of  
FLA Requirements for Program Accreditation 
July 2001 through December 2004 
 
Adopted and Communicated the Workplace Code of Conduct to Workers and 
Management at Applicable Facilities 
 
LCI’s workplace code of conduct, “Standards of Engagement,” is disseminated in a variety of 
ways—through a contractor package distributed to all vendors, in business agreements with 
purchasing agents, on LCI’s contractor website, and posted in local languages in factories.  LCI 
requested factory managers not only to post the code, but to communicate verbally the standards 
to workers.  LCI monitors track code awareness among workers. 
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Trained Internal Compliance Staff to Monitor and Remediate Noncompliance Issues 
 
LCI uses an “LCI Compliance Document” as the primary reference for its auditors.  New auditors 
participate in on-the-job training in which they are paired with experienced auditors for a two-
month period before they begin conducting audits on their own.  LCI compliance officers and third- 
party agents participate in external trainings relating to labor laws and practices.  These auditors 
also have access to the Business for Social Responsibility website.   
 
Provided Employees with Confidential Reporting Channels to Report Noncompliance 
 
In their audits, LCI auditors verify the existence of grievance procedures and conduct training 
presentations for vendors on the LCI grievance policy.  
 
To study the effectiveness of grievance procedures in factories, LCI contracted a third-party 
monitor to conduct a study on worker management communication channels in South Asia.  The 
FLA noted that the findings of the study were based primarily on information from managers, 
rather than the opinions of workers.  
 
Conducted Internal Monitoring of Applicable Facilities 
 
Internal audits were conducted each year prioritized by risk, supplier ranking, and date of last 
audit.  LCI reports that it aims to audit half of its active factories each year.  Audit reports were 
analyzed to identify trends and common non-compliances by region.  LCI uses this analysis to 
create remediation strategies appropriate to the type of non-compliance found for each factory.  
FLA found this process helpful in identifying the key issues. 
 
Submitted to Unannounced, Independent External Monitoring (IEM) Visits to Factories 
Throughout its Supply Chain 
 
LCI provided factory lists, factory profiles, and related information to the FLA as required during 
years one through three of the initial implementation period.  LCI ensured that no FLA monitors 
were denied access to factories, records, and workers during unannounced visits.  The company 
also cooperated with FLA staff following IEMs to ensure that remediation and follow-up took place 
and were reported in FLA factory tracking charts, which are available for review on the FLA 
website.  
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Collected and Managed Compliance Information Effectively 
 
LCI uses a database exclusive to Asia to collect and organize factory compliance information.  It 
contains the basic information of factory names, location, business status with LCI (active or 
inactive), dates of each audit, and major issues disclosed by the audits.   
 
LCI manually analyzes compliance findings by factory and country to determine serious non-
compliance issues.  FLA reviewed the summaries of these findings and noted that the database 
does not generate a report tracking overall trends.  At the time of this review, the database was 
still under development. 
 
Remediated Noncompliance Issues in a Timely Manner 
 
Within two weeks of an audit, the LCI Compliance team sends each factory a corrective action plan 
requesting a remediation plan that includes a timeline and a person designated to oversee the 
remedation.  The factory must submit this plan within thirty days.  The auditor or the senior 
auditor reviews the factory’s plan and schedules an announced follow-up visit or an unannounced 
audit to the factory.   
 
If a factory is found to be in serious violation of an LCI standard, its orders may be reduced or 
cancelled and it will not be able to receive future orders.  FLA confirmed that LCI required one of 
its vendors to participate in the FLA Hours of Work Project in China given its repeated violations of 
keeping double books.  Continuation as an LCI vendor was contingent on this participation. 
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Acted to Prevent Persistent Forms of Noncompliance 
  
The company draws upon data from factory corrective action plans to identify serious violations 
and design special trainings for its vendors on means to prevent and address serious non-
compliances.  Trainings have been developed on various topics such as Freedom of Association, 
Effective Employee Relations, and Hours of Work.  LCI partnered with a local NGO to provide 
sexual harassment training to vendors in China to prevent recurrence after an incident was 
reported during an audit.  The company also engages its corporate officers in discussions about 
issues regarding compliance through quarterly meetings. 
 
Additional details about Liz Claiborne’s projects can be accessed by clicking the “Compliance Program” tab 
above, or in the FLA’s Year Two report on Liz Claiborne Inc. 
 
 
Consulted with Civil Society (i.e., Labor, Human Rights, Religious or other Local 
Institutions) 
 
LCI consulted with civil society on a frequent basis, particularly in countries with challenging 
compliance issues.  For example, in Year One of implementation, LCI collaborated with a local NGO 
in Guatemala to help design a workers’ rights awareness booklet accessible to workers.  Since 
then, LCI has maintained routine contact with trade unions in Guatemala.  In Sri Lanka, LCI has 
discussed common noncompliances and labor practices with buyers, local government, trade 
unions, NGOs, and the ILO.   
 
LCI has also worked on increasing worker participation at factories in China with a Hong Kong-
based NGO.  FLA confirmed discussions of this project focusing on a Worker Health and Safety 
Committee project.  These discussions started in 2004 with a project launch date in 2005. 
 
Paid FLA Dues and Met Other Procedural and Administrative Requirements 
  
All LCI dues and administration and monitoring fees were paid on time; all contracts were duly 
signed; and all required factory lists were submitted as required by the FLA.   
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New Era Cap, Inc. 
 
1. New Era Cap Company Profile   
 
Company Name: New Era, Inc. 
 
Year of FLA Implementation: 1st year*    See FLA Y2 report on New Era 
          
FLA Initial Implementation Period Ends: Dec 2006  
 
Annual Consolidated Revenue in FY 2004 (millions): Range: $100–500* 
 
* The FLA provides revenue ranges for companies that are not publicly traded 
 
Company Status: Privately owned 
 
FLA Applicable Brands / Brand’s Percentage of Total Consolidated Revenue:  
 
New Era / 100%     
 
Total Applicable Facilities Worldwide in 2004:    
 
13 applicable facilities      See details iv 
               
Applicable Facilities subject to Internal Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 
 
12 applicable facilities        See details i  
 
Total FLA Independent External Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004:  
 
1 applicable facility were independently monitored by FLA      
        More about New Era’s IEM visits in 2004 
          
         See individual factory tracking charts  
          
Compliance Staff Worldwide:    
 
3 full-time based at company headquarters in the U.S.  
Learn more about New Era’s Compliance Program  
 
Third parties contracted by compliance team? Yes  See list of third parties    
        and work conductediv 
 
Notes:  New Era is included in FLA Year Two report as a Category B Licensee and joined as a 
Category A Participating Company in 2004.     See FLA-affiliated universities that license to New Era. iv 
    Access FLA database to learn about where licensed goods are produced.  
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2. New Era’s Labor Compliance Program in 2004  
 
The New Era Cap Company’s Social Compliance Program is based on the FLA Workplace 
Code of Conduct.  The Vice President for Global Human Resources has overall 
responsibility for the program, assisted by the Health and Safety Manager and an 
Executive Administrative Assistant.  Management and administrative staff from several 
departments also participate in its implementation. 
 
In 2004, New Era initiated its first of a three-year implementation as a Participating 
Company.  In the FLA Year II Annual Report, New Era’s activities were reported as a 
Category B Licensee. 
 
 
3. Developments in New Era’s Labor Compliance Program in 2004iv 
 
A. Compliance Systems Developed in 2004 
 
 In 2004, highlights of New Era Cap’s labor compliance program included: 
 
 Training for staff and factory management on the FLA Workplace Code of 
Conduct and Monitoring Principles. 
 Internal monitoring of 100% of company-owned and contract facilities; all 
monitoring visits were unannounced. 
 Implementation of a procedure for evaluating social compliance status as a 
required element of qualification for new suppliers to the company. 
 Implementation of a Workplace Violence Policy for the protection of workers and 
visitors and improvements to the company’s progressive discipline system. 
 Proactive actions to minimize the adverse impact on workers of the closure of a 
company-owned facility in Buffalo, New York, including advance notice of 
closure, preferential hiring at another nearby facility without loss of seniority, 
language and job search classes for workers, and severance payments. 
 
 
Click here to see the Year Two report on New Era (as Category B Licensee).  
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4. FLA Independent External Monitoring in New Era’s Applicable Facilities  
 
A. An Introduction to FLA Independent External Monitoring  
 
FLA independent external monitoring (IEM) is one way that the FLA verifies Participating 
Companies’ compliance activities in the factories where they produce.  By conducting 
unannounced independent external monitoring visits in approximately 5% of all 
Participating Company applicable facilities that are deemed to be high risk, the FLA is 
able to observe a company’s progress in developing systems for effective prevention and 
remediation of noncompliance issues each year.  The FLA tracking charts (accessed at 
http://fairlabor.org/all/trasnparency/reports.html) provide detailed information about 
monitoring findings and New Era Cap’s approach to remediation of noncompliance 
issues. 
 
B. Summary of FLA 2004 Independent External Monitoring in New Era’s 
Applicable Facilities 
 
The following table provides information about FLA independent monitoring visits 
undertaken in New Era Cap’s Applicable Facilities in 2004.  It provides background 
information about the factories, the monitors, and their visits.   
 
New Era Independent External Monitoring (IEM) Summary – 2004 
Number of IEMs in 2004:                                                   1 
Remediation shared with other FLA Companies:         0   
Remediation undertaken independently:                    1        
Average number of workers per independently monitored facility:      14 
Regions 
 
Independent 
External 
Monitoring 
Visits 
FLA-Accredited Monitors 
Conducting Visits 
East Asia 
-- South Korea  1 
Global Standards 
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C. Independent External Monitoring Results  
 
New Era 2004 FLA IEM Percentage Findings by Benchmark and Code Element
Code Awareness
25%
Health and Safety
62%
Wages and Benefits
13%
 
 
The figure above displays the percentage breakdown by Code Provision of the total 
noncompliance issues reported by FLA independent monitors in New Era Cap’s facilities, 
which New Era Cap addressed through remediation in 2004.  Noncompliance findings 
with regard to Health and Safety were the most frequently reported issues, making up 
62% of the total noncompliance issues identified.iv  The most commonly reported and 
remediated Health and Safety issues were related to inadequate posting and evacuation 
procedures, chemical management, safety equipment and document maintenance and 
availability.   
 
Noncompliance findings with regard to the FLA’s Code Awareness provision were also 
significant, with a total of 25% of all findings.  The most commonly reported and 
remediated Code Awareness isssues were inadequate code awareness among workers 
and management and the lack of a functioning confidential compliance reporting 
mechanism.  Noncompliance findings with regard to Wages and Benefits represented 
13% of noncompliances. The top Wages and Benefits issues taken up by New Era 
through corrective action plans were related to the payment of minimum wages.  Please 
follow the links in the graph above to learn more about the benchmarks for these and 
other FLA Code provisions, and visit the FLA factory tracking charts to learn more about 
New Era Cap’s approach to remediation of all of the noncompliance issues mentioned 
above.  order o transition to a reporting cycle that is 
Click here iv to learn how the FLA collects the data that is illustrated in this chart. 
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iv  New Era’s FLA Applicable Facilities and Monitoring Activities in 2004  
 
In accordance with the FLA Charter, the chart below lists the countries where New Era’s 
applicable facilities were located during the reporting period, as well as the number of 
internal and FLA independent external monitoring visits that took place during that time.   
 
Please note that this chart represents only one of a number of activities undertaken by 
participating companies to ensure factory compliance with the FLA Workplace Code of 
Conduct.  The number of site visits conducted by a participating company does not 
indicate whether one or more of a company’s applicable facilities are in compliance with 
the Code.  While this information can help readers gain a better grasp of the geographic 
scope and focus of participating companies’ compliance efforts, it should be interpreted 
in the context of the more qualitative characteristics of each company’s compliance 
program.  
 
 
Location of 
Factories      
(Country) 
Number of 
Applicable 
Facilities 
New Era Internal 
Monitoring 
(Number of Facilities 
Visited) 
FLA Independent 
External Monitoring 
(Number of Facilities 
Visited) 
China 6 6 0 
Hong Kong 1 1 0 
South Korea 1 0 1 
United States 5 5 0 
TOTAL 13 12 1 
 
 
 
iv  
 
Third Parties Contracted by New Era for Monitoring Support in 2004  
Name of Monitoring Groups Work Conducted Number of Factories Monitored, If Applicable 
Accordia Inc.  Full compliance audits – China and Hong Kong 
11 
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iv  
Universities, Colleges and Secondary Schools Licensing New Era 
 
Name of School Location 
University of Alabama Alabama 
Appalachian State University North Carolina 
Arizona State University Arizona 
Ball State University Indiana 
Boise State University Idaho 
Boston College Massachusetts 
University of California at Berkeley California 
University of California at Los Angeles California 
California State University at Northridge California 
University of Colorado at Boulder Colorado 
Colorado State University Colorado 
Columbia University New York 
Creighton University Nebraska 
University of Dayton Ohio 
University of Delaware Delaware 
Denison University Ohio 
University of Detroit-Mercy Michigan 
Duke University North Carolina 
Ferris State University Michigan 
University of Florida Florida 
Florida State University Florida 
Furman University South Carolina 
University of Georgia Georgia 
Georgia Institute of Technology Georgia 
Illinois State University Illinois 
University of Iowa Iowa 
University of Kansas Kansas 
Kansas State University Kansas 
University of Kentucky Kentucky 
Lincoln University Pennsylvania 
Louisiana State University and A&M College Louisiana 
University of Louisville Kentucky 
University of Maine at Farmington Maine 
University of Maine at Orono Maine 
Marquette University Wisconsin 
University of Maryland Maryland 
University of Memphis Tennessee 
University of Miami Florida 
University of Michigan Michigan 
Michigan State University Michigan 
University of Missouri at Columbia Missouri 
University of Nebraska Nebraska 
University of Nevada at Las Vegas Nevada 
University of New Hampshire New Hampshire 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill North Carolina 
University of North Carolina at Greensboro North Carolina 
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North Carolina State University North Carolina 
Northwestern University Illinois 
University of Notre Dame Indiana 
Ohio State University Ohio 
University of Pennsylvania Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania State University Pennsylvania 
University of Pittsburgh Pennsylvania 
Purdue University Indiana 
Rutgers University New Jersey 
St. John’s University New York 
St. Joseph’s University Pennsylvania 
St. Peter’s College New Jersey 
San Diego State University California 
San Jose State University  California 
Santa Clara University California 
Seton Hall University New Jersey 
University of Southern California California 
Syracuse University New York 
Temple University Pennsylvania 
University of Texas at Austin Texas 
University of Utah Utah 
Utah State University Utah 
Valdosta State University Georgia 
Vanderbilt University Tennessee 
Villanova University Virginia 
University of Virginia Virginia 
Virginia Tech Virginia 
University of Washington at Seattle Washington 
Western Washington University Washington 
West Virginia University West Virginia 
University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee  Wisconsin 
Wright State University Wisconsin 
University of Wyoming Wyoming 
Xavier University Ohio 
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iv Understanding the data reported in this section  
 
To understand the data reported in this section, take for example the FLA Code provision relating 
to Harassment or Abuse.  The FLA Workplace Code states: “Every employee will be treated with 
respect and dignity.  No employee will be subject to any physical, sexual, psychological or verbal 
harassment or abuse.” The FLA Benchmarks provide monitors with guidance about the meaning 
of each FLA Code provision (click hereiv to see the benchmarks for Harassment or Abuse).  By 
way of example, if in the context of an IEM a monitor were to observe that: (1) workers in a 
factory are not allowed access to toilets; and (2) a manager is verbally abusive to workers, the 
monitor would report to the FLA instances of noncompliance with regard to two benchmarks, that 
is, two instances of noncompliance even though both relate to the same Code provision.  In 
contrast, if a monitor were to observe several instances of noncompliance with a single 
benchmark in a given factory, these will be counted as one noncompliance.  For example, if a 
monitor were to observe restrictions on access to toilets in different sections of the factory, these 
distinct instances of noncompliance would be cited once under Harassment or Abuse.   
 
Thus, the frequency of noncompliance with a particular Code provision can provide some general 
sense of factory conditions, but does not necessarily present the complete story.  Additionally, 
because the investigations are qualitative in nature, the quantitative information provided should 
not be taken as hard statistics but rather as indications of trends in the FLA supply chain.  The 
FLA is continuing to work in developing a database for improved processing and reporting of data 
collected during IEMs.  Please access individual factory tracking charts for a more comprehensive 
and detailed look at factory conditions.     
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Nike, Inc.  
 
1. Nike, Inc. Company Profile   
 
In May 2005, Nike received the designation of FLA-Accredited Compliance Program.  Please click on the "FLA 
Accredited Program" tab to read the accreditation report. Click here for a description of FLA Accreditation.    
 
 
Company Name: Nike, Inc. 
 
Year of FLA Implementation: 3rd year     See FLA Y2 report on Nike  
                
FLA Initial Implementation Period Ended: Dec 2004    See FLA Accreditation Report 
 
Annual Consolidated Revenue in FY 2003 (millions): $10,866  
 
Company Status: Public [NYSE:NKE] 
 
FLA Applicable Brands / Brand’s Percentage of Total Consolidated Revenue:  
 
Nike / 89%     
 
Total Applicable Facilities Worldwide in FLA 2004:    
 
852 applicable facilities      See details iv 
                 
         
Applicable Facilities subject to Internal Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 
 
608 applicable facilities        See details i  
 
Total FLA Independent External Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004:  
 
25 applicable facilities were independently monitored by FLA                                      
         More about Nike’s IEM visits in 2004 
          
         See individual factory tracking charts 
          
Compliance Staff Worldwide:    
 
90 full-time and 2 part-time staff worldwide – based in various regions, with headquarters in 
the U.S.       Learn more about Nike’s Compliance Program 
         
Third parties contracted by compliance team? Yes  See list of third parties and work conductediv 
 
Notes:  
        
 Nike is included in FLA Year One and Two report. 
 Nike was involved in remediation of a third party complaint submitted to the FLA in January 
2005 regarding a facility in Thailand.   See FLA Third Party Complaint Report 
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 Nike is an FLA University Licensee. 
     See FLA-affiliated universities that license to Nike. iv 
    Access FLA database to learn about where licensed goods are produced.  
               
 
 
2. Nike’s Labor Compliance Program in 2004 
 
Nike’s compliance program is responsible for implementing the company’s Code of 
Conduct, which corresponds with the FLA Workplace Code of Conduct.  In 2002, Nike 
issued a Code of Leadership Standards (CLS) designed to amplify the meaning of the 
briefer Code language, to clarify gray areas between the Code and local laws/regulations 
or cultural or business practices, and to help describe labor and environmental, safety, 
and health management systems that can be implemented at the factories in order to 
improve sustainability in compliance. 
 
The Vice President of Compliance, who reports to the Vice President of Apparel 
Sourcing, oversees the compliance staff, which is based at Nike headquarters and in 
Nike liaison and production offices overseas.  Compliance field staff is organized into 
four regional teams: Americas, Europe/Middle East/Africa, North Asia, and South Asia.  
In 2004, Nike’s labor compliance program had 90 full-time employees (14 at 
headquarters and the rest in the field) and two part-time employees at headquarters. 
 
Nike compliance staff conducts most management audits, which are comprehensive 
internal monitoring visits.  In the third year of FLA initial implementation, Nike 
contracted third party monitoring groups, such as ITS, BV, CSCC, Fairland China, T-
Group, IA Capital, and Kenan Institute, to conduct pre-sourcing audits, follow-up audits, 
management audits, and environmental, safety and health assessments where no 
auditing staff was available. 
 
 
3. Developments in Nike’s Labor Compliance Program in Year 2004iv 
 
A. Compliance Systems Developed in 2004 
 
1. Compliance Rating System 
 
In 2004, Nike developed a factory Compliance Rating system which reflects the factory’s 
performance based on environmental, safety and health and management audits, FLA 
audits, and the speed and effectiveness of remediating outstanding issues on the 
factory’s Master Action Plan.   Factories are rated on an A-B-C-D scale to help drive 
compliance into the heart of the business.  Toward the end of 2004, the Compliance 
team began to issue a monthly performance report to sourcing managers, which lists all 
active and inactive factories, a Compliance Rating, the reasons for the rating 
assignment, and the most recent dialog with the designated sourcing manager.  This is 
a vital communication tool to connect individual sourcing decision makers at Nike, their 
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sourcing senior management, and the compliance staff, so that all are aware of 
compliance performance and the quality of remediation.  
 
2. Environmental Safety and Health Audits 
 
Monitoring of workplace safety, health, and environmental impacts of contracted 
factories has been a developing body of work at Nike over a number of years.  
Workplace safety, health and environmental assessments began in 1997, resulting in the 
creation of the Nike Environmental, Safety and Health Code Leadership Standards (ESH 
CLS).  In 2003, Nike contracted outside experts to conduct 10 ESH audits of a sampling 
of our source base to get a landscape of potential factory challenges in this 
management field and developed and piloted an ESH Audit instrument which is designed 
to assess how factories are managing their ESH risks.  Nike’s field compliance staff, with 
assistance and training from ESH Compliance specialists based in Asia and at 
headquarters, conducted 28 such audits during calendar year 2004.  This program is still 
a work in progress.  As more audits are conducted in future months, the audit 
instrument will further be refined and staff capability to perform high quality, consistent 
audits should improve.  
 
3. Collaboration with Stakeholders  
 
In 2004, Nike collaborated with NGOs, civil society, other multinational brands, and 
government entities to enhance labor compliance.  They included:  
 
 China ESH multi-stakeholder project:  Nike’s China team continued to work 
with a number of NGOs based in Hong Kong, China, and the United States, along 
with two other FLA member companies -- adidas and Reebok -- to build and 
strengthen factory ESH committees at three factories in Southern China, as a step 
toward better worker/management dialogue and action. The Nike contract factory 
participating in this program is Pegasus, a major sandals manufacturer. 
  
 ISOS:  Nike partnered with International SOS and with two other major footwear 
brands to improve occupational health practices in contracted footwear facilities in 
China, building on a program initiated by Nike with ISOS in Indonesia and also 
expanded to Vietnam.  
 
 Solidarity Center: Nike’s compliance team engaged on a number of critical factory 
issues with the AFL-CIO's Solidarity Center offices in Bangkok, Sri Lanka, 
Bangladesh, Turkey, and Mexico, as well as its headquarters in Washington. The two 
parties exchanged information and worked jointly in many cases to address 
impasses between workers, workers groups and factory management.  Nike also 
engaged the Solidarity Center specifically on the issues surrounding the end of the 
Multi-Fiber Arrangement and its impact on jobs in developing countries. 
 
 Multi-Stakeholder Meeting:  Nike convened a formal stakeholder meeting in 
February, 2004 at its headquarters inviting more than 40 leaders from community, 
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sustainability, business, manufacturing, labor, and diversity communities to join Nike 
senior management for two days to identify and discuss issues that Nike should be 
addressing as a corporate citizen.  Nike identified three issues for the stakeholders to 
discuss in detail: the conclusion of MFA, environmental challenges in Chinese 
manufacturing, and women’s issues in developing countries.  
 
 Migrant Worker Grievance Program in South China.  Nike continued in the 
reporting period to support a worker hot line in the Guangdong Province of China, 
aimed at providing counseling and support for migrant workers whose rights may 
have been violated. The program includes other FLA brands (Reebok and adidas), 
and includes a hot line managed by the Institute for Contemporary Observation, 
which reviews issues and offers support up to and including legal support. 
   
 Qingdao Grievance Program. Working with a local NGO, Nike supported the free 
and confidential election of workers to a grievance committee at a footwear factory 
with more than 7,000 employees, and embarked on parallel process at a second of 
the four contract factories in and around Qingdao, China. Though not a trade union, 
the Grievance committee is a worker-elected body that has the right to represent 
worker issues with management. The Committee meets monthly, and the results are 
made publicly available to the workforce. 
    
 Indonesia Sexual Harassment Program. Nike engaged the services of a local 
women's rights organization, Mitra Prembuan, to set up and manage a pilot program 
on raising awareness of, and dealing with, issues of sexual harassment in the 
workplace. The 18-month project concluded in 2004, and involved setting up internal 
grievance and investigation bodies in two major footwear manufacturing facilities, 
training all workers and managers on harassment, and making available a hot line 
and counseling for any worker who did not have issues corrected by the internal 
factory process.  
   
 Engagement with FLA related projects: Nike is participating in the MSI project 
in Turkey, Sustainable Compliance and Hours of Work in China, and the Central 
America Project. 
 
Click here to see the Year Two report on Nike.  
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B. Selected Elements in Implementing the FLA Requirements  
 
 In 2004, Nike compliance staff conducted 124 pre-sourcing evaluations of 
prospective factories.  Only 80 factories were approved to be added as suppliers, 
with the rest remaining in the pre-sourcing remediation process of rejected 
altogether. 
 Nike staff conducted 737 workplace safety, health and environmental impact 
assessments in 2004 on 512 of the company’s applicable facilities.  It also 
conducted 245 management audits, and 28 environmental, safety and health audits. 
 
Click here to review Nike’s activities in Year Two. 
 
 
4. FLA Independent External Monitoring in Nike’s Applicable Facilities  
 
A. An Introduction to FLA Independent External Monitoring  
 
FLA independent external monitoring (IEM) is one way that the FLA verifies Participating 
Companies’ compliance activities in the factories where they produce.  By conducting 
unannounced independent external monitoring visits in approximately 5% of all 
Participating Company applicable facilities that are deemed to be high risk, the FLA is 
able to observe a company’s progress in developing systems for effective prevention and 
remediation of noncompliance issues each year.  The FLA tracking charts (accessed at 
http://fairlabor.org/all/trasnparency/reports.html) provide detailed information about 
monitoring findings and Nike’s approach to remediation of noncompliance issues. 
 
B. Summary of FLA 2004 Independent External Monitoring in Nike’s 
Applicable Facilities 
 
The following table provides information about FLA independent monitoring visits 
undertaken in Nike applicable facilities in 2004.  It provides background information 
about the factories, the monitors, and their visits.   
 
Nike Independent External Monitoring (IEM) Summary – 2004 
Number of IEMs in 2004:                                                   25 
Remediation shared with other FLA Companies:         12   
Remediation undertaken independently:                    13        
Average number of workers per independently monitored facility:      1,476 
Regions 
 
Independent 
External 
Monitoring 
Visits 
FLA-Accredited Monitors 
Conducting Visits 
East Asia 
-- China, Korea   7 
Bureau Veritas (1), Global Standards 
(2),   Société Générale de 
Surveillance (4) 
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Southeast Asia 
-- Indonesia, Thailand  5 
Bureau Veritas (1),  Global Standards 
(3), Kenan Asia Institute (1) 
South Asia 
-- India, Sri Lanka 5 
 
Bureau Veritas (1),  T-Group (4) 
Europe, Middle East, Africa 
(EMEA) 
-- Turkey  
1 
Société Générale de Surveillance (1) 
Americas 
-- Brazil, El Salvador, 
Honduras, Mexico, USA 
7 
A & L Group, Inc (4), Cotecna (2), 
GMIES (1) 
 
C. Independent External Monitoring Results  
 
Nike 2004 FLA IEM Percentage Findings by Benchmark and Code Element
Risk of Child Labor
1%
OT Compensation
5%
Risk of Forced Labor
2%
Code Awareness
6%
Freedom of Association
3%
Miscellaneous
2%
Harassment or Abuse
4%
Hours of Work
7%
Wages and Benefits
15%
Health and Safety
50%
Nondiscrimination
3%
 
 
The figure above displays the percentage breakdown by Code Provision of the total 
noncompliance issues reported by FLA independent monitors in Nike’s facilities, which 
Nike addressed through remediation in 2004.  Noncompliance findings with regard to 
Health and Safety were the most frequently reported issues, making up 50% of the 
total noncompliance issues identified.iv  The most commonly reported and remediated 
Health and Safety issues were related to inadequate postings and evacuation 
procedures, ventilation, electrical and facility maintenance, personal protective 
equipment, fire safety and health and safety legal compliance and safety equipment.   
 
Noncompliance with the FLA’s Wages and Hours of Work was also common, with a total 
of 27% of all findings related to Wages and Benefits (15%), Hours of Work (7%), 
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and Overtime Compensation (5%).  The top Wages and Hours of Work issues taken 
up by Nike through corrective actions plans were related to overtime limitations, 
overtime compensation, the factory’s provision of legal benefits to workers, the factory’s 
time keeping systems, and worker awareness of their wages and  benefits.  
Noncompliance with Code Awareness represented 6% of the noncompliance findings; 
the most common instances of noncompliance in this area addressed through 
remediation were management and worker code awareness and a functioning 
confidential compliance reporting mechanism. 
 
Noncompliance with other Code Provisions was reported by FLA monitors with less 
frequency.  As discussed in previous sections, the FLA is working to develop systems for 
more effective monitoring and remediation of the Code Provisions that are particularly 
complex and difficult to assess, such as Freedom of Association and Collective 
Bargaining, Nondiscrimination, and Harassment and Abuse. 
 
There were no findings of forced or bonded labor in facilities producing for Nike.   
Likewise there were no findings of underage workers in these facilities.  The Forced 
Labor (2%) and Child Labor (1%) noncompliance reported above related to other 
benchmarks categorized under this Code provision.  Please follow the links in the graph 
above to learn more about the benchmarks for these and other FLA Code provisions, 
and visit the FLA factory tracking charts to learn more about Nike’s approach to 
remediation of all of the noncompliance issues mentioned above.   
POP UP SCREENS 
Click here iv to learn how the FLA collects the data that is illustrated in this chart. 
 
 
iv  Nike’s FLA Applicable Facilities and Monitoring Activities in 2004  
 
In accordance with the FLA Charter, the chart below lists the countries where Nike’s 
applicable facilities were located during the reporting period, as well as the number of 
internal and FLA independent external monitoring visits that took place during that time.   
 
Please note that this chart represents only one of a number of activities undertaken by 
participating companies to ensure factory compliance with the FLA Workplace Code of 
Conduct.  The number of site visits conducted by a participating company does not 
indicate whether one or more of a company’s applicable facilities are in compliance with 
the Code.  While this information can help readers gain a better grasp of the geographic 
scope and focus of participating companies’ compliance efforts, it should be interpreted 
in the context of the more qualitative characteristics of each company’s compliance 
program.  
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Location of 
Factories      
(Country) 
Number of 
Applicable 
Facilities 
Nike Internal 
Monitoring 
(Number of Facilities 
Visited) 
FLA Independent 
External Monitoring 
(Number of Facilities 
Visited) 
 
Albania 1 1 0 
Argentina 10 6 0 
Australia 13 3 0 
Bangladesh 7 5 0 
Belarus 2 0 0 
Brazil 22 13 1 
Bulgaria 10 5 0 
Cambodia 4 4 0 
Canada 14 10 0 
Chile 2 1 0 
China 124 112 6 
Colombia 2 1 0 
Dominican Republic 6 3 0 
Ecuador 1 1 0 
Egypt 4 4 0 
El Salvador 8 7 1 
Fiji 3 1 0 
Greece 3 2 0 
Guatemala 4 1 0 
Honduras 10 9 2 
Hong Kong 9 8 0 
India 21 9 2 
Indonesia 45 35 1 
Israel 6 5 0 
Italy 16 5 0 
Japan 26 12 0 
Jordan 3 2 0 
Korea 49 32 1 
Lithuania 1 1 0 
Macau 3 3 0 
Macedonia 1 1 0 
Malaysia 46 29 0 
Mexico 44 21 2 
Moldova 1 0 0 
Morocco 6 6 0 
New Zealand 1 0 0 
Pakistan 4 3 0 
Peru 2 1 0 
Philippines 5 4 0 
Portugal 23 21 0 
Romania 1 1 0 
Singapore 2 2 0 
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South Africa 8 6 0 
Spain 6 2 0 
Sri Lanka 33 15 3 
Switzerland 1 0 0 
Taiwan 26 22 0 
Thailand 71 62 4 
Tunisia 10 9 0 
Turkey 34 28 1 
United Kingdom 3 3 0 
United States  62 41 1 
Vietnam 32 30 0 
TOTAL 852 608 25 
 
iv  
 
Third Parties Contracted by Nike for Monitoring Support in 2004  
Name of Monitoring Groups Work Conducted Number of Factories Monitored, If Applicable 
Intertek, Bureau Veritas, Cal Safety 
Compliance Corp., Fairland China, T-
Group, IA Capital, Kenan Institute 
Pre-sourcing Audits, follow-up audits, 
SHAPE and M Audits where no internal 
auditing staff exists 
139 
 
 
 
iv  
Universities, Colleges and Secondary Schools Licensing Nike 
 
Name of School Location 
University of Alabama Alabama 
Appalachian State University North Carolina 
University of Arizona Arizona 
Arizona State University Arizona 
Boise State University Idaho 
Boston College Massachusetts 
Boston University Massachusetts 
University of California at Berkeley California 
University of California at Davis California 
University of California at Irvine California 
University of California at Los Angeles California 
University of California at Merced California 
University of California at Riverside California 
University of California at San Diego California 
University of California at San Francisco California 
University of California at Santa Barbara California 
University of California at Santa Cruz California 
California State University at Long Beach California 
California State University at Northridge California 
California State University at Sacramento California 
University of Colorado at Boulder Colorado 
  
University of Colorado at Denver Colorado 
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Colorado State University Colorado 
Columbia University New York 
Cornell University New York 
University of Delaware Delaware 
Duke University North Carolina 
University of Florida Florida 
Florida State University Florida 
George Mason University Virginia 
University of Georgia Georgia 
Harvard University Massachusetts 
University of Illinois at Chicago Illinois 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign Illinois 
University of Iowa Iowa 
James Madison University Virginia 
University of Kansas Kansas 
Kansas State University Kansas 
University of Kentucky Kentucky 
University of Louisville Kentucky 
University of Maine at Farmington Maine 
University of Maine at Orono Maine 
Marquette University Wisconsin 
University of Maryland Maryland 
University of Memphis Tennessee 
University of Miami Florida 
University of Michigan Michigan 
Michigan State University Michigan 
University of Missouri at Columbia Missouri 
University of Nebraska Nebraska 
University of Nevada at Las Vegas Nevada 
University of New Hampshire New Hampshire 
University of New Mexico New Mexico 
New Mexico State University New Mexico 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill North Carolina 
University of North Carolina at Greensboro North Carolina 
North Carolina State University North Carolina 
Northeastern Illinois University Illinois 
Northwestern University Illinois 
Ohio State University Ohio 
Pennsylvania State University Pennsylvania 
University of Pittsburgh Pennsylvania 
University of Portland Oregon 
Princeton University New Jersey 
Purdue University Indiana 
Rutgers University New Jersey 
St. Cloud State University Minnesota 
St. John’s University New York 
St. Joseph’s University Pennsylvania 
San Diego State University California 
Santa Clara University  California 
Seton Hall University New Jersey 
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University of Southern California California 
Syracuse University New York 
Temple University Pennsylvania 
University of Texas at Austin Texas 
University of Utah Utah 
Utah State University Utah 
Vanderbilt University Tennessee 
Villanova University Virginia 
University of Virginia Virginia 
Virginia Tech Virginia 
University of Washington at Seattle Washington 
West Virginia University West Virginia 
University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee  Wisconsin 
University of Wisconsin at Oshkosh Wisconsin 
University of Wyoming Wyoming 
Xavier University Ohio 
Yale University Connecticut 
 
 
5. Nike’s Compliance Program: An FLA-Accredited Compliance Program  
 
FLA Accreditation of Nike’s Labor Compliance Program 
2005 
 
In May 2005, the FLA Board of Directors voted to accredit Nike’s compliance program.  
The decision was based on an assessment that included audits both at headquarters and 
at the field level, and visits to a number of supplier facilities.  In conducting the 
assessment, FLA staff interviewed Nike personnel, inspected files, observed the annual 
compliance staff training, reviewed factory records, observed Nike field staff in factories, 
and analyzed findings from a total of 128 independent external monitoring visits 
conducted at Nike facilities over the course of the previous three years.   
 
This accreditation assessment focused exclusively on Nike’s compliance program during 
the initial implementation period, which lasted from July 2001 until December 2004.  
The compliance program implements FLA Standards in the factories that produce for 
Nike around the world (1,181 in Year One, 1,074 in Year Two, and 852 in Year Three – 
click here to see where they are located).   
 
By accrediting Nike, the FLA Board formally recognized that the program has fulfilled the 
requirements set forth by the FLA and in the Monitoring Plan that Nike submitted upon 
entering the FLA.  Accreditation does not mean that a program is perfect, however. 
When accrediting a program the FLA stresses the need for continued improvement at 
the level of the factory and the company. In the event that the FLA finds that a 
company is not acting in good faith to uphold its obligations, it retains the right to 
retract accreditation.   
 
      Click hereiv for more information about FLA accreditation. 
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FLA Assessment of Nike’s Compliance Program – In Brief 
 
The FLA determined that Nike compliance staff is highly active in most factories 
producing for Nike.  Its 76 staff compliance officers conduct the vast majority of 
monitoring and remediation audits, with help from external monitors when necessary.  
Regular presence in the majority of factories affords the compliance staff opportunities 
to coach factory management to make long-term improvements in compliance.  
Especially notable during the implementation period were Nike’s efforts to develop 
capacity for effective grievance procedures on freedom of association and sexual 
harassment in the factories.  In partnership with a local women’s rights NGO in 
Indonesia, Nike piloted an 18-month project to raise awareness and remediate sexual 
harassment issues in the workplace.  The project set up internal grievance and 
investigation bodies in two footwear facilities, trained all workers and managers on 
harassment policies, and provided a hotline and counseling services for workers. 
 
Overall, the company is an active participant in the FLA, and has encouraged apparel 
facilities to participate and increasingly take the lead in ongoing and new activities that 
promise to bring about improved workplace conditions.  Please see the chart below for a 
brief summary of ways in which Nike fulfilled particular FLA requirements for 
accreditation.   
 
    Click here to return to the full FLA 2005 Report on Nike.  
 
 
 
Nike’s Fulfillment of  
FLA Requirements for Program Accreditation 
July 2001 through December 2004 
 
Adopted and Communicated the Workplace Code of Conduct to Workers and 
Management at Applicable Facilities 
 
Nike’s code of conduct was adopted in 1992; since then, it has been incorporated into a Contractor 
Compliance Manual and disseminated to workers through publication in regional newsletters.  Nike 
provides all contract factories with the Nike Code Leadership Standards (CLS) on management 
systems, environment, and safety and health; the CLS provide more detailed information on Nike’s 
code elements and guidance on important compliance issues.  The code is also posted in all 
facilities, and has been translated into the languages spoken by workers and managers in each 
factory.   
 
Nike has taken a variety of approaches to ensure worker awareness.  It provides wallet-sized 
laminated cards of the code in local languages, requires factories to train their workers on the 
code elements, and Nike’s own compliance staff provides training on Nike standards.  During 
observations of Nike audits, the FLA confirmed that auditors provide code awareness training to 
workers either during orientation or on an ongoing basis as part of their regular audit protocol. 
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Trained Internal Compliance Staff to Monitor and Remediate Noncompliance Issues 
 
In an effort to ensure proper use of its auditing and remediation tools, Nike has developed basic 
training programs for its compliance staff and third-party monitors, known as “boot camp.”  New 
hires also receive basic training in compliance.  FLA interviews with compliance staff members 
confirmed these trainings. 
 
Nike conducts regional and global meetings to improve the skills of its internal compliance team.  
These meetings and ongoing training programming focus on issues such as labor law, worker 
interviews, and effective communication.   
 
Provided Employees with Confidential Reporting Channels to Report Noncompliance 
 
In its CLS, Nike requires contract factories to have a confidential grievance procedure to report 
harassment or abuse and raise other complaints.  The “Contract Compliance Manual” includes the 
grievance procedure, and Nike compliance staff investigates the existence and effectiveness of the 
procedure during their audits. 
 
Nike undertook several special projects to promote communication channels between workers and 
local NGOs in China and Indonesia.  For example, Nike partnered with a local NGO in Qingdao, 
China, to provide a hotline number for workers to raise grievances.   
 
Nike encourages suppliers to develop internal channels to address noncompliance issues, and to 
use Nike as a last resort toward remediating problems.  In their interviews with workers, Nike 
compliance officers provide contact information to workers only when specifically requested or 
when sensitive issues are discussed.  As part of the interview process, Nike monitors consistently 
emphasize to factory managers that interviewees must not suffer retaliation as a result of their 
participation in the monitoring process.   
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Conducted Internal Monitoring of Applicable Facilities 
 
Nike uses a risk-based model to prioritize factory audits and has developed a three-prong audit 
system to investigate code compliance at its facilities.   
• The M-Audit investigates the labor/management systems in a factory.  It examines all code 
elements except for environment, safety and health, which are included in a separate audit. 
• The Environment, Safety, and Health (ESH) Audit, conducted by Nike monitors.   
• The Safety, Health, Attitude, People and Environment (SHAPE) Audit is conducted by factory 
staff or management.  It provides information on a variety of issues that Nike evaluates to 
determine if further investigation is warranted. 
 
Nike also utilizes a Master Action Plan (MAP) to document and review noncompliances and develop 
a remediation plan in cooperation with the factory management.  The MAP allows Nike’s 
compliance staff to track the completion, progress (or lack of progress) of various remediation 
issues.  FLA observed this system in use in three regions. 
Submitted to Unannounced, Independent External Monitoring (IEM) Visits to Factories 
Throughout its Supply Chain 
 
Nike provided factory lists, factory profiles, and related information to the FLA as required during 
years one through three of initial FLA implementation.  Nike ensured that no FLA monitors were 
denied access to factories, records, or workers during unannounced visits.  The company also 
cooperated with FLA staff following IEMs to ensure that remediation and follow-up took place and 
were reported in FLA factory tracking charts, which are available for review on the FLA website.  
   
Collected and Managed Compliance Information Effectively 
 
Nike uses a database to collect and organize factory compliance information.  The database can be 
accessed worldwide by relevant Nike employees, who use it to record audit reports, factory 
profiles, and remediation plans.  The database at Nike’s headquarters has capabilities to generate 
reports on compliance trends.  An analysis of compliance findings has shown for 2004 that out of 
245 M-audits conducted, 58% found noncompliances in excessive hours according to Nike 
standards, 33% in wage calculation, and 31% in treatment of workers.  Samples of Nike analysis 
are made available through the public report submitted to the FLA. 
  
Remediated Noncompliance Issues in a Timely Manner 
 
Following an audit, Nike contacts the contract factory and uses the MAP to develop a remediation 
plan and implement it in a reasonable timeframe (usually 60 days).  These plans aim to be both 
corrective and preventive.  In the IEM remediation plans submitted by Nike, the plans address the 
specific violation but often do not outline how actions will be taken to prevent its recurrence.  
However, Nike compliance staff will offer training and work with factory management to prevent 
the recurrence of non-compliances.  FLA reviewed training schedules and material for some of 
Nike’s vendor trainings, including supervisor training and training on labor laws. 
 
Nike has developed a rating and scorecard system that they use to convey how well a factory is 
doing with regard to compliance and to make recommendations on future orders.   
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Acted to Prevent Persistent Forms of Noncompliance 
  
The company reviews compliance information from a variety of perspectives, including factory 
ratings and results of monitoring visits, to identify persistent and/or serious forms of 
noncompliance.  This information is reported to the FLA. 
 
Nike has addressed major forms of noncompliance through training programs, participation in FLA 
projects such as the Central America Project, and information sharing with factories.  Nike has 
provided significant training through the Global Alliance on issues ranging from sexual harassment 
in the workplace to supervisory skills and labor law. 
 
Additional details about Nike’s projects can be accessed by clicking the “Compliance Program” tab above, or 
in the FLA’s Y2 report on Nike. 
Consulted with Non-governmental Organizations, Unions, 
 and Other Local Experts in Its Labor Compliance Work 
 
Nike has consulted frequently with civil society organizations in countries with challenging 
compliance issues.  In the area of health and safety, Nike has partnered with an international 
health NGO to improve occupational health practices in contracted footwear facilities in Indonesia, 
China, and Vietnam.  Nike has collaborated with two other FLA Participating Companies in working 
with experts and local NGOs to promote the formation and development of a health and safety 
worker committee in a Nike footwear facility in southern China. 
 
Nike’s M-audit tool requires that Nike auditors review a collective bargaining agreement if one 
exists at a facility.   
 
Paid FLA Dues and Met Other Procedural and Administrative Requirements 
  
All Nike dues and administration and monitoring fees were paid on time; all contracts were duly 
signed; and all required factory lists were submitted as required by the FLA.   
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Nordstrom, Inc. 
 
1. Nordstrom’s Profile   
 
 
Company Name: Nordstrom, Inc. 
 
Year of FLA Implementation: 2nd year     See FLA Y2 report on Nordstrom 
     
FLA Initial Implementation Period Ends: Dec 2005  
 
Annual Consolidated Revenue in FY 2004 (millions): $6,500 
 
Company Status: Public [NASDAQ:JWN] 
 
FLA Applicable Brands / Brand’s Percentage of Total Sales:  
 
Nordstrom Private Labeled Apparel / 15%      
 
Total Applicable Facilities Worldwide in FLA 2004:    
 
422 applicable facilities         See detailsiv 
               
Applicable Facilities subject to Internal Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 
 
362 applicable facilities       See details i  
 
Total FLA Independent External Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004:  
 
12 applicable facilities independently monitored by FLA 
        More about Nordstrom’s IEM visits in 2004 
         
                  See individual factory tracking charts  
Compliance Staff Worldwide:    
 
9 full-time staff worldwide – based at headquarters in US    
         Learn more about Nordstrom’s Compliance Program 
         
Third parties contracted by compliance team? Yes  See list of third parties and work conductediv 
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2. Nordstrom’s Labor Compliance Program in 2004  
 
In 2004, Nordstrom completed the second year of its three-year initial implementation 
period of the FLA program. The Nordstrom Social Compliance Program (NSCP), the 
organization responsible for the company’s labor compliance program, is housed within 
the Nordstrom Product Group division.  The NSCP interacts with entities responsible for 
designing, contracting to manufacture, and importing private level product for 
Nordstrom retail distribution, such as Sourcing, Production, Quality Assurance, Logistics, 
Customs Compliance, and International Payments.  Nordstrom only issues purchase 
orders to factories that have agreed to the “Nordstrom Partnership Guidelines,” which 
include a Code of Conduct identical to the FLA Workplace Code of Conduct, have 
remediated all outstanding issues identified in a corrective action plan, and have put in 
place systems to minimize the opportunity that occurrences of code of conduct violations 
will occur in the future. 
 
In 2004, Nordstrom’s Social Compliance program was reorganized to designate specific 
individuals’ focus on specific regions of the world and four new staff members were 
hired.  Five Regional Specialists were designated, with responsibilities for regions of the 
world where Nordstrom contracts to manufacture.  The five regions and the production 
lines involved in each are: (1) North and South America, Spain and Portugal—apparel, 
footwear, home, accessories; (2) Europe/Eastern Europe—apparel, footwear, home, 
accessories; (3) Africa, Middle East, Sub-Continent Asia, South East Asia—apparel, 
footwear, home, accessories; (4) China, Hong Kong, Macau—apparel only; and (5) 
China, Hong Kong, Macau—footwear, home accessories.  The reorganization has 
allowed Regional Specialists to develop relationships with agents, suppliers, factories, 
peer companies, and organizations in order to better understand and serve the needs of 
each region. 
 
 
3. Developments in Nordstrom’s Labor Compliance Program in 2004iv 
 
A. Compliance Systems Developed in 2004 
 
In 2004, Nordstrom began full use of the social compliance database created in 2003.  
The database houses all factory information including: (1) audit reports (basic audit 
report, intermediate reports, comprehensive reports, re-audits); (2) FLA audit reports; 
(3) corrective action plans; (4) manufacturer questionnaires; (5) miscellaneous 
information regarding a factory; (6) factory manager/contact name and information; (7) 
manufacturer information; (8) subcontractors; (9) factory product types; (10) product 
capabilities; and (11) factory status.  Remediation activities are tracked through the 
Outstanding Corrective Action Plan Report and ad hoc reports.  These reports, which list 
each factory with outstanding issues, violation category, violation type, and the 
evaluation of each violation, are reviewed weekly by the regional staff. 
 
Click here to see the Year Two report on Nordstrom.  
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B. Selected Elements in Implementing the FLA Requirements  
 
In 2004, Nordstrom completed the second year of its initial implementation of the FLA 
program.   Nordstrom’s labor compliance program focused, among others, on training of 
agents with regard to Nordstrom program expectations and of internal compliance staff, 
and initiatives to strengthen outreach to NGOs.  
 
Nordstrom conducted 19 agent trainings in 18 countries (Korea, Germany, France, 
Romania, Lithuania, Taiwan (2), Hong Kong, China, Thailand, Vietnam, Singapore, 
Philippines, Italy, Spain, France, Hungary, India, and Sri Lanka).  This training provided 
the agents with an understanding of their responsibilities in the implementation of 
Nordstrom’s Social Compliance Program, including the Code of Conduct, approval and 
remediation processes, and evaluation and reporting procedures.  Internal compliance 
staff received basic and intermediate audit training, and the Regional Specialists also 
received the Social Accountability International Auditor Training (SA8000). 
 
Through Business for Social Responsibility (Nordstrom has been a member since 2000), 
Nordstrom participated in issue-specific discussions with NGOs.  Nordstrom also held 
discovery meetings beginning in July 2004 with NGOs and corporate social responsibility 
consultants in China to develop programs and activities, to be held in 2005, to address 
common regional and industry specific noncompliance issues such as health and safety, 
hours of work and overtime, and wages and benefits. 
 
 
Click here to review Nordstrom’s activities in Year Two. 
 
 
4. FLA Independent External Monitoring in Nordstrom’s Applicable Facilities  
 
A. An Introduction to FLA Independent External Monitoring  
 
FLA independent external monitoring (IEM) is one way that the FLA verifies Participating 
Companies’ compliance activities in the factories where they produce.  By conducting 
unannounced independent external monitoring visits in approximately 5% of all 
Participating Company applicable facilities that are deemed to be high risk, the FLA is 
able to observe a company’s progress in developing systems for effective prevention and 
remediation of noncompliance issues each year.  The FLA tracking charts (accessed at 
http://fairlabor.org/all/trasnparency/reports.html) provide detailed information about 
monitoring findings and Nordstrom’s approach to remediation of noncompliance issues. 
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B. Summary of FLA 2004 Independent External Monitoring in Nordstrom’s 
Applicable Facilities 
 
The following table provides information about FLA independent monitoring visits 
undertaken in Nordstrom applicable facilities in 2004.  It provides background 
information about the factories, the monitors, and their visits.   
 
Nordstrom Independent External Monitoring (IEM) Summary – 2004 
Number of IEMs in 2004:                                                 12    
Remediation shared with other FLA Companies:        8            
Remediation undertaken independently:                   4        
Average number of workers per independently monitored facility:      1,173 
Regions 
 
Independent 
External 
Monitoring 
Visits 
FLA-Accredited Monitors 
Conducting Visits 
East Asia 
-- China, Korea 6 
Kenan Institute Asia (1), Société 
Générale de Surveillance (3),  Global 
Standards (2) 
Southeast Asia 
--  Thailand  1 
Global Standards (1) 
South Asia 
-- Sri Lanka 2 
T-Group Solutions (2) 
Europe, Africa, Middle East 
(EAME) 
-- Turkey 
1 Société Générale de Surveillance (1) 
Americas 
-- USA, Peru 2 
Cotecna (2) 
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C. Independent External Monitoring Results  
 
Nordstrom 2004 FLA IEM Percentage Findings by Benchmark and Code Element
Freedom of Association
3%
Wages and Benefits
14%
Hours of Work
7%
Risk of Forced Labor 
1%
Code Awareness
11%
Health and Safety
49%
Risk of Child Labor
0%
Miscellaneous
5%OT Compensation
4%
Harassment or Abuse
3%
Nondiscrimination
3%
 
 
The figure above displays the percentage breakdown by Code Provision of the total 
noncompliance issues reported by FLA independent monitors in Nordstrom’s facilities, 
which Nordstrom addressed through remediation in 2004.  Noncompliance findings with 
regard to Health and Safety were the most frequently reported issues, making up 
49% of the total noncompliance issues identified.iv  The most commonly reported and 
remediated Health and Safety issues were related to inadequate postings and 
evacuation procedures, ventilation, electrical and facility maintenance, sanitation in the 
dormitories and safety equipment.   
 
Noncompliance with the FLA’s Wages and Hours of Work was also common, with a total 
of 25% of all findings related to Wages and Benefits (14%), Hours of Work (7%), 
and Overtime Compensation (4%).  The top Wages and Hours of Work issues taken 
up by Nordstrom through corrective action plans related to overtime limitations, the 
factory’s provision of legal benefits to workers, minimum wage compliance, and 
overtime compensation.  Noncompliance with Code Awareness represented 11% of 
the noncompliance findings; the most common instances of noncompliance in this area 
addressed through remediation were lack of worker and management code awareness, 
lack of a functioning confidential compliance reporting mechanism, and inadequate code 
of conduct posting.  
 
Noncompliance with other Code Provisions was reported by FLA monitors with less 
frequency.  As discussed in previous sections, the FLA is working to develop systems for 
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more effective monitoring and remediation of the Code Provisions that are particularly 
complex and difficult to assess, such as Freedom of Association and Collective 
Bargaining, Nondiscrimination, and Harassment and Abuse. 
 
There were no findings of forced or bonded labor in facilities producing for Nordstrom.   
Likewise there were no findings of underage workers in these facilities.  The Forced 
Labor (1%) noncompliance reported above related to other benchmarks categorized 
under this Code provision.  Please follow the links in the graph above to learn more 
about the benchmarks for these and other FLA Code provisions, and visit the FLA factory 
tracking charts to learn more about Nordstrom’s approach to remediation of all of the 
noncompliance issues mentioned above. 
 
Click here iv to learn how the FLA collects the data that is illustrated in this chart. 
 
 
 
iv  Nordstrom’s FLA Applicable Facilities and Monitoring Activities in 2004 
 
In accordance with the FLA Charter, the chart below lists the countries where 
Nordstrom’s applicable facilities were located during the reporting period, as well as the 
number of internal and FLA independent external monitoring visits that took place 
during that time.   
 
Please note that this chart represents only one of a number of activities undertaken by 
participating companies to ensure factory compliance with the FLA Workplace Code of 
Conduct.  The number of site visits conducted by a participating company does not 
indicate whether one or more of a company’s applicable facilities are in compliance with 
the Code.  While this information can help readers gain a better grasp of the geographic 
scope and focus of participating companies’ compliance efforts, it should be interpreted 
in the context of the more qualitative characteristics of each company’s compliance 
program.  
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Location of 
Factories  
(Country)  
Number of 
Applicable 
Facilities 
Nordstrom 
Internal 
Monitoring  
(Number of 
Facilities Visited) 
FLA Independent 
External Monitoring  
(Number of Facilities 
Visited) 
Bolivia  1 2 0 
Brazil  1 1 0 
Canada  12 9 0 
China  124 107 5 
Colombia  1 0 0 
Costa Rica 1 1 0 
Denmark 1 1 0 
Dominican Republic  5 6 0 
France 1 0 0 
Greece  1 1 0 
Hong Kong  67 64 1 
Hungary 3 3 0 
India  16 16 0 
Israel  4 5 0 
Italy  23 23 0 
Japan  2 1 0 
Jordan  1 2 0 
Korea  15 5 1 
Lithuania  2 1 0 
Macau  15 16 0 
Madagascar  1 1 0 
Malaysia  6 5 0 
Mauritius  3 3 0 
Mexico  5 10 0 
Morocco  1 1 0 
Nepal  1 0 0 
Peru  5 5 1 
Philippines  6 3 0 
Poland  3 4 0 
Portugal  15 10 0 
Romania  9 4 0 
Saipan  1 0 0 
Scotland  1 0 0 
Singapore  1 1 0 
South Africa  3 2 0 
Sri Lanka  9 8 2 
Taiwan  5 1 0 
Tunisia 3 2 0 
 
 
 
 
 
 
    
Thailand  8 3 1 
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Turkey  13 11 1 
United Kingdom 1 2 0 
Uruguay  1 0 0 
USA  25 22 0 
TOTAL  422 362 12 
 
 
iv  
 
Third Parties Contracted by Nordstrom for Compliance Support in 2004  
Name of Monitoring Group, 
Organization, etc. Work Conducted 
Number of Factories 
Monitored, If Applicable 
Cal Safety Compliance Corp. Full Internal Audits 1  
Bureau Veritas Full Internal Audits 2  
 
*This table does not take into account all site visits conducted by Nordstrom’s agents.  
Agents who source for Nordstrom, but are not Nordstrom employees, are required to 
conduct a pre-assessment for every new factory and follow up site inspections to ensure 
action plans are being implemented in a timely manner. 
 
iv Understanding the data reported in this section  
 
To understand the data reported in this section, take for example the FLA Code provision relating 
to Harassment or Abuse.  The FLA Workplace Code states: “Every employee will be treated with 
respect and dignity.  No employee will be subject to any physical, sexual, psychological or verbal 
harassment or abuse.” The FLA Benchmarks provide monitors with guidance about the meaning 
of each FLA Code provision (click hereiv to see the benchmarks for Harassment or Abuse).  By 
way of example, if in the context of an IEM a monitor were to observe that: (1) workers in a 
factory are not allowed access to toilets; and (2) a manager is verbally abusive to workers, the 
monitor would report to the FLA instances of noncompliance with regard to two benchmarks, that 
is, two instances of noncompliance even though both relate to the same Code provision.  In 
contrast, if a monitor were to observe several instances of noncompliance with a single 
benchmark in a given factory, these will be counted as one noncompliance.  For example, if a 
monitor were to observe restrictions on access to toilets in different sections of the factory, these 
distinct instances of noncompliance would be cited once under Harassment or Abuse.   
 
Thus, the frequency of noncompliance with a particular Code provision can provide some general 
sense of factory conditions, but does not necessarily present the complete story.  Additionally, 
because the investigations are qualitative in nature, the quantitative information provided should 
not be taken as hard statistics but rather as indications of trends in the FLA supply chain.  The 
FLA is continuing to work in developing a database for improved processing and reporting of data 
collected during IEMs.  Please access individual factory tracking charts for a more comprehensive 
and detailed look at factory conditions.     
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Outdoor Cap, Inc. 
 
1. Outdoor Cap Company Profile   
 
 
Company Name: Outdoor Cap Company, Inc. 
 
Year of FLA Implementation: First year*    See FLA Y2 report on Outdoor Cap 
 
FLA Initial Implementation Period Ends: Dec 2006  
 
Annual Consolidated Revenue in FY 2004 (millions): Range: Above $50* 
 
*The FLA provides revenue ranges for companies that are not traded publicly  
 
Company Status: Outdoor Cap Company, Inc. is privately owned 
 
FLA Applicable Brands / Brand’s Percentage of Total Consolidated Revenue:  
 
Outdoor Cap / 5%  
    Signature / 68% 
 Starter / 27%    
 
Total Applicable Facilities Worldwide in FLA 2004:    
 
11 applicable facilities       See details iv 
                   
Applicable Facilities subject to Internal Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 
 
 8 applicable facilities          See details i  
 
Total FLA Independent External Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004:  
 
1 applicable facility independently monitored by FLA  
 
       More about Outdoor Cap’s IEM visits in 2004 
        
       See individual factory tracking chart  
Compliance Staff Worldwide:    
1 full-time and one part-time staff members oversee the social compliance program from the 
company headquarters.    
         Learn more about Outdoor Cap’s Compliance Program 
         
Third parties contracted by compliance team? No   
Notes:  
 Outdoor Cap is included in FLA Year Two report as a Category B Licensee and became a 
Category A Participating Company in 2004.  
         Click here to view list of universitiesiv  
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    Access FLA database to learn about where licensed goods are produced.  
           
 
 
2. Outdoor Cap’s Labor Compliance Program in 2004 
 
In 2004, Outdoor Cap completed the first year of its three-year initial implementation 
period of the FLA program as a Participating Company.  Outdoor Cap adopted the FLA 
Code of Conduct as the basis for implementing its compliance program.  The key person 
responsible for carrying out the company’s labor compliance program at headquarters is 
the Executive Vice President for Operations.  Outdoor Cap has one full time person 
devoted to labor compliance at headquarters and one part-time internal monitor.  
Outdoor Cap’s report in the Year Two Annual Public Report reflected activities as a 
Category B Licensee. 
 
 
3. Developments in Outdoor Cap’s Labor Compliance Program in 2004iv 
 
A. Compliance Systems Developed in 2004 
 
In the first year of its initial implementation of the FLA program, Outdoor Cap’s 
compliance program focused on establishing links between the social compliance 
program and other departments within the company and on staff training.  Currently, 
the social compliance manager works closely with the marketing department to ensure 
that factories are approved prior to purchasing.  Outdoor Cap contracted with Intertek 
to conduct training for social compliance staff.  The company plans to conduct annual 
updating of social compliance training for the staff. 
 
Click here to see the Year Two report on Outdoor Cap (as Category B Licensee).  
   
 
B. Selected Elements in Implementing the FLA Requirements 
  
In 2004, Outdoor Cap conducted nine internal audits in Bangladesh, China, and Hong 
Kong.  All of the audits were conducted by internal personnel and were announced.   
Thus, over a two-year period, Outdoor Cap monitored all of its supplier factories abroad.  
The most frequent noncompliance issues identified in the 2004 audits were related to 
safety and health, harassment and abuse, wages and benefits, and hours of work.  
Outdoor Cap worked with suppliers to remediate all compliance issues raised by the 
monitors. 
 
Heretofore, Outdoor Cap has manually tracked compliance findings through 
spreadsheets and other documents.  The company is working on developing a database 
in Access that will allow it to track and analyze noncompliance issues found by internal 
monitoring and to verify remediation actions.  
 
Click here to review Outdoor Cap’s activities in Year Two. 
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4. FLA Independent External Monitoring in Outdoor Cap Applicable 
Facilities  
 
A. An Introduction to FLA Independent External Monitoring  
 
FLA independent external monitoring (IEM) is one way that the FLA verifies Participating 
Companies’ compliance activities in the factories where they produce.  By conducting 
unannounced independent external monitoring visits in approximately 5% of all 
Participating Company applicable facilities that are deemed to be high risk, the FLA is 
able to observe a company’s progress in developing systems for effective prevention and 
remediation of noncompliance issues each year.  The FLA tracking charts (accessed at 
http://fairlabor.org/all/trasnparency/reports.html) provide detailed information about 
monitoring findings and Outdoor Cap’s approach to remediation of noncompliance 
issues. 
 
B. Summary of FLA 2004 Independent External Monitoring in Outdoor Cap’s 
Applicable Facilities 
 
The following table provides information about FLA independent monitoring visits 
undertaken in Outdoor Cap applicable facilities in 2004.  It provides background 
information about the factories, the monitors, and their visits.   
 
Outdoor Cap Independent External Monitoring (IEM) Summary – 2004 
Number of IEMs in 2004:                                                     1  
Remediation shared with other FLA Companies:           0               
Remediation undertaken independently:                      1 
Average number of workers per independently monitored facility:      1,354 
Regions 
 
Independent 
External 
Monitoring 
Visits 
FLA-Accredited Monitors 
Conducting Visits 
South Asia 
-- Bangladesh 1 LIFT Standards (1) 
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C. Independent External Monitoring Results  
 
Outdoor Cap 2004 FLA IEM Percentage Findings by Benchmark and Code Element
Nondiscrimination
0%
Freedom of Association
4%
Miscellaneous
2%
Code Awareness
6% Risk of Forced Labor 
2%Hours of Work
2%
OT Compensation
6%
Risk of Child Labor
10%
Harassment or Abuse
12%
Wages and Benefits
25%
Health and Safety
31%
 
 
The figure above displays the percentage breakdown by Code Provision of the total 
noncompliance issues reported by FLA independent monitors in Outdoor Cap’s facilities, 
which Outdoor Cap addressed through remediation in 2004.  Noncompliance findings 
with regard to Health and Safety were the most frequently reported issues, making up 
31% of the total noncompliance issues identified.iv  The most commonly reported and 
remediated Health and Safety issues were related to safety equipment, machinery 
maintenance, sanitation issues, ventilation, electrical and facility maintenance, and 
personal protective equipment.  
 
Noncompliance with the FLA’s Wages and Hours of Work was also common, with a total 
of 33% of all findings related to Wages and Benefits (25%), Hours of Work (2%), 
and Overtime Compensation (6%).  The top Wages and Hours of Work issues taken 
up by Outdoor Cap through corrective actions plans were related to payment of 
minimum wages, forced overtime, and worker awareness of their wages and benefits 
among others. 
 
Noncompliance with other Code Provisions was reported by FLA monitors with less 
frequency.  As discussed in previous sections, the FLA is working to develop systems for 
more effective monitoring and remediation of the Code Provisions that are particularly 
complex and difficult to assess, such as Freedom of Association and Collective 
Bargaining, Nondiscrimination, and Harassment and Abuse. 
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There were no findings of forced or bonded labor in facilities producing for Outdoor Cap.  
Likewise there were no findings of underage workers in these facilities.  The Forced 
Labor (2%) and Child Labor (10%) noncompliance reported above related to other 
benchmarks categorized under these Code provisions.  Please follow the links in the 
graph above to learn more about the benchmarks for these and other FLA Code 
provisions, and visit the FLA factory tracking charts to learn more about Outdoor Cap’s 
approach to remediation of all of the noncompliance issues mentioned above.   
 
Click here iv to learn how the FLA collects the data that is illustrated in this chart. 
 
iv  Outdoor Cap’s FLA Applicable Facilities and Monitoring Activities in 2004 
 
In accordance with the FLA Charter, the chart below lists the countries where Outdoor 
Cap’s applicable facilities were located during the reporting period, as well as the 
number of internal and FLA independent external monitoring visits that took place 
during that time.   
 
Please note that this chart represents only one of a number of activities undertaken by 
participating companies to ensure factory compliance with the FLA Workplace Code of 
Conduct.  The number of site visits conducted by a participating company does not 
indicate whether one or more of a company’s applicable facilities are in compliance with 
the Code.  While this information can help readers gain a better grasp of the geographic 
scope and focus of participating companies’ compliance efforts, it should be interpreted 
in the context of the more qualitative characteristics of each company’s compliance 
program.  
 
 
Location of 
Factories 
(Country)  
Number of 
Applicable 
Facilities 
Outdoor Cap 
Internal Monitoring  
(Number of Facilities 
Visited)  
FLA Independent 
External Monitoring 
(Number of Facilities 
Visited) 
Bangladesh 4 4 1 
Sri Lanka 2 0 0 
China 4 4 0 
United States  1 0 0 
TOTAL 11 8 1 
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iv  
Universities, Colleges and Secondary Schools Licensing Outdoor Cap 
 
Name of School Location 
University of Alabama Alabama 
Arizona State University Arizona 
Ball State University Indiana 
Boise State University Idaho 
Boston College Massachusetts 
University of California at Berkeley California 
University of California at Los Angeles California 
University of Colorado at Boulder Colorado 
Colorado State University Colorado 
University of Dayton Ohio 
Duke University North Carolina 
Ferris State University Michigan 
University of Florida Florida 
Florida State University Florida 
University of Georgia Georgia 
Georgia Institute of Technology Georgia 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign Illinois 
University of Iowa Iowa 
University of Kansas Kansas 
Kansas State University Kansas 
University of Kentucky Kentucky 
Louisiana State University and A&M College Louisiana 
University of Louisville Kentucky 
University of Maryland Maryland 
University of Memphis Tennessee 
University of Miami Florida 
University of Michigan Michigan 
Michigan State University Michigan 
University of Missouri at Columbia Missouri 
University of Nebraska Nebraska 
University of Nevada at Las Vegas Nevada 
University of New Mexico New Mexico 
New Mexico State University New Mexico 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill North Carolina 
North Carolina State University North Carolina 
Northwestern University Illinois 
University of Notre Dame Indiana 
Ohio State University Ohio 
Pennsylvania State University Pennsylvania 
University of Pittsburgh Pennsylvania 
Purdue University Indiana 
San Diego State University California 
University of South Florida Florida 
University of Southern California California 
Syracuse University New York 
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University of Texas at Austin Texas 
University of Utah Utah 
University of Virginia Virginia 
Virginia Tech Virginia 
University of Washington at Seattle Washington 
West Virginia University West Virginia 
University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee  Wisconsin 
Wright State University Wisconsin 
University of Wyoming Wyoming 
 
 
 
iv Understanding the data reported in this section  
 
To understand the data reported in this section, take for example the FLA Code provision relating 
to Harassment or Abuse.  The FLA Workplace Code states: “Every employee will be treated with 
respect and dignity.  No employee will be subject to any physical, sexual, psychological or verbal 
harassment or abuse.” The FLA Benchmarks provide monitors with guidance about the meaning 
of each FLA Code provision (click hereiv to see the benchmarks for Harassment or Abuse).  By 
way of example, if in the context of an IEM a monitor were to observe that: (1) workers in a 
factory are not allowed access to toilets; and (2) a manager is verbally abusive to workers, the 
monitor would report to the FLA instances of noncompliance with regard to two benchmarks, that 
is, two instances of noncompliance even though both relate to the same Code provision.  In 
contrast, if a monitor were to observe several instances of noncompliance with a single 
benchmark in a given factory, these will be counted as one noncompliance.  For example, if a 
monitor were to observe restrictions on access to toilets in different sections of the factory, these 
distinct instances of noncompliance would be cited once under Harassment or Abuse.   
 
Thus, the frequency of noncompliance with a particular Code provision can provide some general 
sense of factory conditions, but does not necessarily present the complete story.  Additionally, 
because the investigations are qualitative in nature, the quantitative information provided should 
not be taken as hard statistics but rather as indications of trends in the FLA supply chain.  The 
FLA is continuing to work in developing a database for improved processing and reporting of data 
collected during IEMs.  Please access individual factory tracking charts for a more comprehensive 
and detailed look at factory conditions.     
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Patagonia 
 
1. Patagonia Company Profile   
 
 
Company Name: Patagonia 
 
Year of FLA Implementation: 2nd year      See FLA Y2 report on Patagonia 
          
FLA Initial Implementation Period Ends: Dec 2005  
 
Annual Consolidated Revenue in FY 2004 (millions): $219  
 
Company Status: Patagonia is privately owned  
 
FLA Applicable Brands / Brand’s Percentage of Total Consolidated Revenue:  
 
The following brands make up 100% of Patagonia’s Revenues: 
  Patagonia® 
  WaterGirl® by Patagonia  
  Lotus® by Patagonia      
 
Total Applicable Facilities Worldwide in FLA 2004:    
 
86 applicable facilities      See details iv 
                 
         
Applicable Facilities subject to Internal Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 
 
35 applicable facilities      See details i  
 
 
Total FLA Independent External Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004:  
 
2 applicable facilities independently monitored by FLA  
 
       More about Patagonia's IEM visits in 2004 
        
       See individual factory tracking charts  
 
Compliance Staff Worldwide:    
 
One full-time staff oversees the social compliance program from company headquarters. 
  
         Learn more about Patagonia’s Compliance Program 
         
Third parties contracted by compliance team? Yes  See list of third parties and work conductediv 
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2. Patagonia’s Labor Compliance Program in 2004  
 
In 2004, Patagonia completed the second year of its three-year initial implementation 
period of the FLA program. Patagonia’s Social Compliance Program is responsible for 
implementing the company’s Code of Conduct, which is based on the FLA Code.  
Compliance is managed by the Social Compliance Manager, who reports to the Vice 
President of Production.  The Social Compliance Program is imbedded in the sourcing 
structure of the company and thereby it is fully integrated into the strategic decision 
making process of the sourcing team.   
 
Patagonia relied on Cal Safety Compliance Corporation (CSCC), Global Standards, and 
the International Initiative to End Child Labor as third-party providers of monitoring, 
training, and audit instrument services in support of the labor compliance program.  
Beginning in December 2004, ALGI conducted all Patagonia audits in the Americas.   
   
 
3. Developments in Patagonia’s Labor Compliance Program in 2004iv 
 
A. Compliance Systems Developed in 2004 
 
In the second year of its initial implementation period of the FLA program, the focus of 
Patagonia’s labor compliance program continued to be the strengthening of the internal 
labor compliance system and in particular improvement in the quality and regularity of 
monitoring visits.  Key elements of this effort include: 
 
 Further training of the Social Compliance Manager, production managers, and 
other internal staff conducted by an international expert and by Global 
Standards. 
 New monitoring partners have been identified and retained around the globe, 
vastly increasing audit quality 
 A unique monitoring protocol has been established for each of three primary 
sourcing regions: Asia, the Americas, and Europe/North Africa. 
 Patagonia is exploring a special project that will aim to study the relationship 
between product scheduling, human resources management, quality controls 
(including various incentive programs), and overtime.  While this project is being 
developed to be applied in China, Patagonia may also pilot it elsewhere.  The 
company expects to draw lessons from the project that will be useful in other 
sourcing locations. 
 
Click here to see the Year Two report on Patagonia.  
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B. Selected Elements in Implementing the FLA Requirements  
 
In 2004, Patagonia made several improvements in implementing FLA requirements.  For 
example, Patagonia further established means for confidential reporting by improving 
the company’s Code of Conduct poster to include confidential contact information, by 
establishing an email account for compliance complaints, and by encouraging 
manufacturers to establish additional means for confidential reporting within their 
facilities.  The company also centralized gathering of compliance information about its 
factories in the office of the Social Compliance Manager.  In order to develop ties to civil 
society, Patagonia engaged the International Initiative to End Child Labor in its internal 
monitoring program, and the Clean Clothes Campaign and the International Labor Rights 
Fund in an informal capacity outside of the context of monitoring.  Furthermore, in the 
course of monitoring, Patagonia engaged unions in Romania, the Ukraine, the United 
States, and Portugal. 
 
Trained third party monitors or internal staff conducted audits at more than 40% of 
Patagonia’s factory base in 2004.  All audits included confidential employee interviews, 
management interviews, health and safety inspections, and review of payroll, hour, 
personnel, and other Human Resources records.  In addition to its standard in-factory 
audit strategy, Patagonia also structured audits based on regional and national data 
gathered in advance of an audit.  For instance, all China audits were directed toward 
understanding the production scheduling in a factory, with the goal of determining the 
degree to which overtime regulations may have been exceeded.  Audits in the United 
States were conducted with special attention to subcontracting, record keeping, and 
wage and hour regulations.   
 
All factories that work for Patagonia must first pass a pre-sourcing audit, identical in 
nature to current-sourcing audits.  Two potential new factories (both in China), 
approximately 20% of the factories audited on a pre-sourcing basis, were rejected for 
compliance reasons in 2004.  One was rejected based primarily on findings of extremely 
excessive overtime – some workers had been on the line for 36 hours without 
substantial break.   
 
Click here to review Patagonia’s activities in Year Two. 
 
 
4. FLA Independent External Monitoring in Patagonia’s Applicable Facilities  
 
A. An Introduction to FLA Independent External Monitoring  
 
FLA independent external monitoring (IEM) is one way that the FLA verifies Participating 
Companies’ compliance activities in the factories where they produce.  By conducting 
unannounced independent external monitoring visits in approximately 5% of all 
Participating Company applicable facilities that are deemed to be high risk, the FLA is 
able to observe a company’s progress in developing systems for effective prevention and 
remediation of noncompliance issues each year.  The FLA tracking charts (accessed at 
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http://fairlabor.org/all/trasnparency/reports.html) provide detailed information about 
monitoring findings and Patagonia’s approach to remediation of noncompliance issues. 
 
B. Summary of FLA 2004 Independent External Monitoring in Patagonia’s 
Applicable Facilities 
 
The following table provides information about FLA independent monitoring visits 
undertaken in Patagonia applicable facilities in 2004.  It provides background 
information about the factories, the monitors, and their visits.   
 
Patagonia Independent External Monitoring (IEM) Summary – 2004 
Number of IEMs in 2004:                                                    2 
Remediation shared with other FLA Companies:          1             
Remediation undertaken independently:                    1        
Average number of workers per independently monitored facility:      795 
Regions 
 
Independent 
External 
Monitoring 
Visits 
FLA-Accredited Monitors 
Conducting Visits 
Southeast Asia 
--Thailand 1 Kenan Institute Asia (1) 
Americas 
--Dominican Republic 1 A & L Group, Inc. (1) 
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C. Independent External Monitoring Results  
 
Patagonia 2004 FLA IEM Percentage Findings by Benchmark and Code Element
Health and Safety
55%
Wages and Benefits
10%
Code Awareness
14%
Nondiscrimination
14%
Hours of Work
7%
 
 
The figure above displays the percentage breakdown by Code Provision of the total 
noncompliance issues reported by FLA independent monitors in Patagonia’s facilities, 
which Patagonia addressed through remediation in 2004.  Noncompliance findings with 
regard to Health and Safety were the most frequently reported issues, making up 
55% of the total noncompliance issues identified.iv  The most commonly reported and 
remediated Health and Safety issues were related to inadequate postings and 
evacuation procedures, fire safety, and health and safety legal compliance, personal 
protective equipment, and machinery maintenance.   
 
Noncompliance with the FLA’s Wages and Hours of Work was also common, with a total 
of 17% of all findings related to Wages and Benefits (10%) and Hours of Work 
(7%).  The top Wages and Hours of Work issues taken up by Patagonia through 
corrective action plans were related to overtime limitations and overtime compensation.   
Noncompliance related to Code Awareness accounted for 14% of findings; the most 
common instances of noncompliance in this area addressed through remediation were 
worker and management code awareness and the lack of a functioning confidential 
compliance reporting mechanism. 
 
Noncompliance with other Code Provisions was reported by FLA monitors with less 
frequency.  As discussed in previous sections, the FLA is working to develop systems for 
more effective monitoring and remediation of the Code Provisions that are particularly 
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complex and difficult to assess, such as Freedom of Association and Collective 
Bargaining, Nondiscrimination, and Harassment and Abuse.  Noncompliance related to 
Nondiscrimination accounted for 15% of findings.  There were no findings of forced 
or bonded labor in facilities producing for Patagonia.  Likewise there were no findings of 
underage workers in these facilities.  Please follow the links in the graph above to learn 
more about the benchmarks for these and other FLA Code provisions, and visit the FLA 
factory tracking charts to learn more about Patagonia’s approach to remediation of all of 
the noncompliance issues mentioned above. 
 
Click here iv to learn how the FLA collects the data that is illustrated in this chart. 
 
 
iv  Patagonia’s FLA Applicable Facilities and Monitoring Activities in 2004 
 
In accordance with the FLA Charter, the chart below lists the countries where 
Patagonia’s applicable facilities were located during the reporting period, as well as the 
number of internal and FLA independent external monitoring visits that took place 
during that time.   
 
Please note that this chart represents only one of a number of activities undertaken by 
participating companies to ensure factory compliance with the FLA Workplace Code of 
Conduct.  The number of site visits conducted by a participating company does not 
indicate whether one or more of a company’s applicable facilities are in compliance with 
the Code.  While this information can help readers gain a better grasp of the geographic 
scope and focus of participating companies’ compliance efforts, it should be interpreted 
in the context of the more qualitative characteristics of each company’s compliance 
program.  
 
Location of 
Factories  
(Country)  
Number of 
Applicable 
Facilities 
Patagonia 
Internal 
Monitoring 
(Number of 
Facilities Visited) 
FLA Independent 
External Monitoring 
(Number of Facilities 
Visited) 
Canada 1 0   0 
China 12 10  0 
Colombia 2 0  0 
Costa Rica 2  0  0 
Dominican Republic 2 1  1 
France 2  2  0 
Greece 1 0  0 
Hong Kong 5  1  0 
Israel 1 0  0 
Korea 2 0  0 
Malaysia 1  1 0 
Mexico 6  1  0 
Morocco 3 1  0 
Philippines 1  1  0 
 
 
    
2005 Annual Public Report   169
                                                                                                                                                 
Portugal 4  4  0 
Romania 2  2  0 
Thailand 5 1 1 
Tunisia 2 2  0 
Turkey 10 1  0 
Ukraine 1 1 0 
USA 18 4 0 
Vietnam 3  2  0 
Total 86 35 2 
 
 
iv  
 
Third Parties Contracted by Patagonia for Compliance Support in 2004  
Name of Monitoring Group, 
Organization, etc. Work Conducted 
Number of Factories 
Monitored, If Applicable 
Cal Safety Compliance Corporation Full compliance audits – China, Philippines, United States and Morocco 10 
Global Standards 
Full compliance audits and Audit 
Instrument Development training – China, 
Thailand and Vietnam 12 
International Initiative to End Child Labor 
Full compliance audits and Audit 
Instrument Development training – 
Portugal, Romania and Tunisia 6 
 
 
iv Understanding the data reported in this section  
 
To understand the data reported in this section, take for example the FLA Code provision relating 
to Harassment or Abuse.  The FLA Workplace Code states: “Every employee will be treated with 
respect and dignity.  No employee will be subject to any physical, sexual, psychological or verbal 
harassment or abuse.” The FLA Benchmarks provide monitors with guidance about the meaning 
of each FLA Code provision (click hereiv to see the benchmarks for Harassment or Abuse).  By 
way of example, if in the context of an IEM a monitor were to observe that: (1) workers in a 
factory are not allowed access to toilets; and (2) a manager is verbally abusive to workers, the 
monitor would report to the FLA instances of noncompliance with regard to two benchmarks, that 
is, two instances of noncompliance even though both relate to the same Code provision.  In 
contrast, if a monitor were to observe several instances of noncompliance with a single 
benchmark in a given factory, these will be counted as one noncompliance.  For example, if a 
monitor were to observe restrictions on access to toilets in different sections of the factory, these 
distinct instances of noncompliance would be cited once under Harassment or Abuse.   
 
Thus, the frequency of noncompliance with a particular Code provision can provide some general 
sense of factory conditions, but does not necessarily present the complete story.  Additionally, 
because the investigations are qualitative in nature, the quantitative information provided should 
not be taken as hard statistics but rather as indications of trends in the FLA supply chain.  The 
FLA is continuing to work in developing a database for improved processing and reporting of data 
collected during IEMs.  Please access individual factory tracking charts for a more comprehensive 
and detailed look at factory conditions.     
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Phillips-Van Heusen Corp. 
 
1. Phillips-Van Heusen’s Company Profile   
 
In May 2005, Phillips-Van Heusen received the designation of FLA-Accredited Compliance Program.  Please 
click on the "FLA Accredited Program" tab to read the accreditation report.  Click here for a description of FLA 
Accreditation.    
 
 
 
Company Name: Phillips-Van Heusen (PVH) 
 
Year of FLA Implementation: 3rd year     See FLA Y2 report on PVH  
           
FLA Initial Implementation Period Ended: Dec 2004    See FLA Accreditation Report 
 
Annual Consolidated Revenue in FY 2004 (millions): $1,404  
 
Company Status: Public [NYSE:PVH] 
 
FLA Applicable Brands / Brand’s Percentage of Total Consolidated Revenue:  
 
G.H. Bass®     / 30% 
Izod®                  / 20% 
Phillips-Van Heusen®  / 20%      
 
Total Applicable Facilities Worldwide in FLA 2004:    
 
395 applicable facilities      See details iv 
              
Applicable Facilities subject to Internal Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 
 
395 applicable facilities were internally monitored   See details i 
 
Total FLA Independent External Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004:  
 
13 applicable facilities were independently monitored by FLA 
 
       More about PVH’s IEM visits in 2004 
       
       See individual factory tracking charts  
Compliance Staff Worldwide:    
 
12 full-time and 30 part-time staff worldwide – based mainly in regional offices, with 
headquarters in the U.S.   
          Learn more about PVH’s Compliance Program 
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Third parties contracted by compliance team? Yes   See list of third parties    
        and work conductediv 
Notes:         
 PVH is included in FLA Year One and Two report. 
        See FLA Y2 Public Report information on PVH 
 
 
 
2. PVH’s Labor Compliance Program in 2004 
 
The Human Rights and Social Responsibility Program is responsible for implementing 
PVH’s “A Shared Commitment” Code of Conduct, which corresponds with the FLA 
Workplace Code.  In the third year of FLA Implementation, the program included 12 full-
time and 30 part-time staff members, organized into regional teams, which were in turn 
headed by regional leaders.  The five regional teams covered: the United States and 
Canada; Caribbean, South and Central America; Europe, Middle East and Africa; South 
Asia; and East and South East Asia.  All program activities are overseen by PVH’s Vice 
President of Global Human Rights and Social Responsibility, who is based at U.S. 
headquarters and reports to the Company’s Executive Vice President of Foreign 
Operations and, for any critical issues, has direct communication with the 
Chairman/President of the Board.     
 
PVH contracted third party organizations for compliance support. Among the third party 
organizations were Triburg in India; World Trading Co. in Egypt; Gateway in Brazil; GSC 
in Italy, Romania, and China; Intertek in Brazil and China; ALGI in Brazil; WIRE in Israel 
and Jordan; Bureau Veritas (BVQI)/MTL in Italy and China; Global Standards in Vietnam; 
and LIFT Standards in Bangladesh. 
 
 
3. Developments in PVH’s Labor Compliance Program in 2004iv 
 
A. Compliance Systems Developed in 2004 
  
PVH reported that in 2004, it changed the name of its labor compliance program from 
“Human Rights” to “Global Human Rights and Social Responsibility,” to reflect the 
company’s evolution in thinking about traditional monitoring.  PVH concluded that 
traditional monitoring does not lead to sustainable change throughout its supply chain, 
and instead results in an endless cycle of factories moving into and out of compliance.   
PVH sees compliance as a process of addressing endemic problems at their roots that 
requires time, commitment, and transparency from both PVH and from factory partners.   
Therefore, the overarching goal in 2004 was to strengthen and expand the Critical 
Engagement and Impact Program (CEIP).  The focus of activity in 2004 in this regard 
was on: 
 
 Remediation: Identification of problems underlying noncompliance as a 
necessary step for tackling complex remediations.  The emphasis in 2004 was on 
staff skill-building and on working with factories to take ownership of the 
remediation process by developing their own Corrective Action Plans (CAPs) and 
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implementation timelines, and working to build consensus with the PVH Approval 
Team. 
 
 Collaboration:  Strengthen collaboration between brands, among PVH 
departments, with factory management, and between factory managers and 
workers in order enable carrying out complex remediation and promote 
sustainable change.  In an effort to achieve critical mass required to achieve 
change at the factory and country level, in 2004 PVH worked with adidas-
Salomon, Reebok, Jones Apparel, The Gap, Liz Claiborne, Nike, and Levi-Strauss. 
 
 Innovation: PVH has developed innovative tools and programs to support the 
CEIP.  In addition, in 2004 PVH established a program on air quality and several 
pilot programs, among them a Worker’s Committee at a factory in China, a 
program to address working hours problems in China, collaboration with other 
brands on a case-by-case basis, followed by roll-outs to others, and developing 
the skills of local resources.   
 
Click here to see the Year Two report on PVH.  
 
 
B. Selected Elements in Implementing the FLA Requirements 
  
 In 2004, PVH audited all 395 factories reported to the FLA that were used for 
production during the reporting period.   
 
 PVH audited all new factories prior to any production and verified compliance with its 
code of conduct at each active factory at least once every 15 months.  Follow-up 
and progress audits also took place during that period.   
 
 A total of 115 initial audits were conducted.  No factory was approved during the 
initial evaluation, and all received remediation.  PVH opted not to pursue business 
relationships with several factories that had severe cases of noncompliance with the 
company’s Code of Conduct and management that PVH officials deemed lacked the 
integrity, commitment, and transparency to undertake an effective and timely 
remediation process.  
 
 PVH ended between 40 and 50 business relations in 2004 once it exhausted all 
resources and options for bringing the factories into compliance and it became 
evident that management was unwilling to undertake serious steps towards 
compliance.  
 
 PVH maintained a computerized Human Rights Database that was kept up-to-date so 
it could act as a real-time tracking device.  The database automatically sends PVH 
staff a notification if a factory’s approval is within 90 days of expiration.  Additional 
audits are scheduled for a variety of reasons, ranging from factory location in an 
area where noncompliance issues are recurring frequently to a change in local laws.   
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Click here to review PVH’s activities in Year Two. 
 
 
4. FLA Independent External Monitoring in PVH’s Applicable Facilities  
 
A. An Introduction to FLA Independent External Monitoring  
 
FLA independent external monitoring (IEM) is one way that the FLA verifies Participating 
Companies’ compliance activities in the factories where they produce.  By conducting 
unannounced independent external monitoring visits in approximately 5% of all 
Participating Company applicable facilities that are deemed to be high risk, the FLA is 
able to observe a company’s progress in developing systems for effective prevention and 
remediation of noncompliance issues each year.  The FLA tracking charts (accessed at 
http://fairlabor.org/all/trasnparency/reports.html) provide detailed information about 
monitoring findings and Phillips-Van Heusen’s approach to remediation of noncompliance 
issues. 
   
 
B. Summary of FLA 2004 Independent External Monitoring in PVH’s 
Applicable Facilities 
 
The following table provides information about FLA independent monitoring visits 
undertaken in PVH applicable facilities in 2004.  It provides background information 
about the factories, the monitors, and their visits.   
 
PVH Independent External Monitoring (IEM) Summary – 2004 
Number of IEMs in 2004:                                                      13    
Remediation shared with other FLA Companies:         7             
Remediation undertaken independently:                    6       
Average number of workers per independently monitored facility:      1,110 
Regions 
 
Independent 
External 
Monitoring 
Visits 
FLA-Accredited Monitors 
Conducting Visits 
East Asia 
-- China  2 
Global Standards (2) 
Southeast Asia 
-- Thailand, Indonesia 3 
Bureau Veritas (1), Global Standards 
(1), Kenan Asia Institute (1) 
South Asia 
-- India 3 
Bureau Veritas (3) 
Americas 
--  Brazil, Dominican 
Republic, Mexico, USA 
5 
A & L Group, Inc. (1), Cotecna (4) 
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C. Independent External Monitoring Results  
 
PVH 2004 FLA IEM Percentage Findings by Benchmark and Code Element
Health and Safety
29%
Freedom of Association
4%
Wages and Benefits
18%
Hours of Work
7%
OT Compensation
7%
Miscellaneous
4%
Risk of Forced Labor 
2%
Code Awareness
15%
Risk of Child Labor
2%
Harassment or Abuse
5%
Nondiscrimination
7%
 
 
The figure above displays the percentage breakdown by Code Provision of the total 
noncompliance issues reported by FLA independent monitors in PVH’s facilities, which 
PVH addressed through remediation in 2004.  Noncompliance findings with regard to 
Health and Safety were the most frequently reported issues, making up 29% of the 
total noncompliance issues identified.iv  The most commonly reported and remediated 
Health and Safety issues were related to inadequate postings and evacuation 
procedures, personal protective equipment, legal compliance with fire safety and health 
and safety standards, and safety equipment.   
 
Noncompliance with the FLA’s Wages and Hours of Work was also common, with a total 
of 32% of all findings related to Wages and Benefits (18%), Hours of Work (7%), 
and Overtime Compensation (7%).  The top Wages and Hours of Work issues taken 
up by Phillips-Van Heusen through corrective actions plans were related to overtime 
limitations, overtime compensation, record maintenance and accurate recording of 
overtime hours, and legal compliance with holidays and leave. Noncompliance with 
Code Awareness represented 15% of the noncompliance findings; the most common 
instances of noncompliance in this area addressed through remediation were worker and 
management awareness of the code of conduct, a functioning confidential non-
compliance reporting mechanisms and code posting.  
 
Noncompliance with other Code Provisions was reported by FLA monitors with less 
frequency.  As discussed in previous sections, the FLA is working to develop systems for 
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more effective monitoring and remediation of the Code Provisions that are particularly 
complex and difficult to assess, such as Freedom of Association and Collective 
Bargaining, Nondiscrimination, and Harassment and Abuse. 
 
There were no findings of forced or bonded labor in facilities producing for Phillips-Van 
Heusen.   Likewise there were no findings of underage workers in these facilities.  The 
Forced Labor (2%) and Child Labor (2%) noncompliance reported above related to 
other benchmarks categorized under this Code provision.  Please follow the links in the 
graph above to learn more about the benchmarks for these and other FLA Code 
provisions, and visit the FLA factory tracking charts to learn more about Phillips-Van 
Heusen’s approach to remediation of all of the noncompliance issues mentioned above.   
 
Click here iv to learn how the FLA collects the data that is illustrated in this chart. 
 
 
iv  PVH’s FLA Applicable Facilities and Monitoring Activities in 2004 
 
In accordance with the FLA Charter, the chart below lists the countries where PVH’s 
applicable facilities were located during the reporting period, as well as the number of 
internal and FLA independent external monitoring visits that took place during that time.   
 
Please note that this chart represents only one of a number of activities undertaken by 
participating companies to ensure factory compliance with the FLA Workplace Code of 
Conduct.  The number of site visits conducted by a participating company does not 
indicate whether one or more of a company’s applicable facilities are in compliance with 
the Code.  While this information can help readers gain a better grasp of the geographic 
scope and focus of participating companies’ compliance efforts, it should be interpreted 
in the context of the more qualitative characteristics of each company’s compliance 
program.  
 
Location of Factories 
(Country) 
Number of 
Applicable 
Facilities 
PVH Internal 
Monitoring  
(Number of Facilities 
Visited) 
FLA Independent 
External Monitoring 
(Number of Facilities 
Visited) 
Argentina 1 1 0 
Australia 1 1 0 
Bangladesh 14 14 0 
Brazil 54 54 2 
Cambodia 8 8 0 
Canada 4 4 0 
China 93 93 2 
Colombia 1 1 0 
Costa Rica 2 2 0 
Dominican Republic 21 21 1 
Egypt 4 4 0 
El Salvador 1 1 0 
Honduras 3 3 0 
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Hong Kong 14 14 0 
India 42 42 3 
Indonesia 7 7 1 
Israel 2 2 0 
Italy 9 9 0 
Jamaica 1 1 0 
Japan 2 2 0 
Jordan 2 2 0 
Korea 21 21 0 
Macau 2 2 0 
Malaysia 4 4 0 
Mexico 14 14 1 
Malaysia 4 4 0 
Mongolia 3 3 0 
Peru 4 4 0 
Philippines 10 10 0 
Romania 3 3 0 
Sri Lanka 10 10 0 
Taiwan 6 8 0 
Thailand 6 6 2 
Turkey 4 4 0 
Ukraine 3 3 0 
USA 12 12 1 
Vietnam 5 5 0 
Total 395 395 13 
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iv  
Third Parties Contracted by PVH for Compliance Support in 2004  
Name of Monitoring Group, 
Organization, etc. Work Conducted 
Number of Factories 
Monitored, If Applicable 
A & L Group, Inc. Full compliance audits – Brazil 14 
Bureau Veritas (MTL) Full compliance audits – Italy and China 3 
Global Social Compliance Full compliance audits – Italy, Romania 
and China 8 
Global Standards Full compliance audits -- Vietnam 7 
Intertek Full compliance audits – Brazil and China 9 
LIFT Standards Full compliance audits -- Bangladesh 5 
WIRE Full compliance audits – Israel and Jordan 3 
 
 
 
 
5. PVH Compliance Program: An FLA-Accredited Compliance Program 
 
FLA Accreditation of Phillips-Van Heusen Labor Compliance Program 
2005 
 
In May 2005, the FLA Board of Directors voted to accredit Phillips-Van Heusen Global 
Human Rights and Social Responsibility Program.  The decision was based on an 
assessment by FLA staff that included audits both at headquarters and at the field level, 
and visits to a number of supplier facilities. In conducting the assessment, FLA staff 
interviewed PVH personnel, inspected files, observed the annual compliance staff 
training, reviewed factory records, observed PVH field staff in factories, and analyzed 
findings from a total of 24 independent external monitoring visits conducted at PVH 
facilities over the course of the previous three years.   
 
This accreditation assessment focused exclusively on PVH’s compliance program during 
the initial implementation period, which lasted from July 2001 until December 2004.  
The compliance program implements FLA Standards in the factories that produce PVH 
apparel around the world (73 in Year One, 190 in Year Two, and 395 in Year Three – 
click here to see where they are located).  
 
By accrediting PVH, the FLA Board formally recognized that the program has fulfilled the 
requirements set forth by the FLA and in the Monitoring Plan that PVH submitted upon 
entering the FLA.  Accreditation does not mean that a program is perfect, however.  
When accrediting a program the FLA stresses the need for continued improvement at 
the level of the factory and the company. In the event that the FLA finds that a 
company is not acting in good faith to uphold its obligations, it retains the right to 
retract accreditation.   
 
      Click hereiv for more information about FLA accreditation. 
 
 
FLA Assessment of PVH Compliance Program – In Brief 
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The FLA determined that PVH Global Human Rights and Social Responsibility staff is 
highly active in most apparel factories producing for PVH.  The PVH compliance team is 
comprised of ten full-time staff, in addition to a group of 33 part-time compliance 
officers working in Asia and the Americas.  PVH compliance staff conducts the majority 
of internal audits, with help from third-party monitors when the need arises.  Regular 
presence in the majority of factories affords the staff opportunities to coach factory 
management to make long-term improvements in compliance.  Especially notable during 
the implementation period were PVH’s efforts to experiment with holistic approaches to 
factory compliance.  An example of this is the Critical Engagement and Impact Program.  
It combines monitoring with engagement, capacity building, remediation of root causes 
and implementation of policies, procedures and systems at the factory level to ensure 
sustainability.   
 
Overall, the company is an active participant in the FLA, and has encouraged apparel 
facilities to participate and increasingly take the lead in ongoing and new activities that 
promise to bring about improved workplace conditions.  Please see the chart below for a 
brief summary of ways in which PVH fulfilled particular FLA requirements for 
accreditation.   
 
    Click here to return to the full FLA 2005 Report on PVH.  
 
 
 
PVH’s Fulfillment of  
FLA Requirements for Program Accreditation 
July 2001 through December 2004 
 
Adopted and Communicated the Workplace Code of Conduct to Workers and 
Management at Applicable Facilities 
 
Phillips-Van Heusen communicates its Code of Conduct, called “A Shared Commitment,” through a 
variety of means.  Each new factory receives a pre-production audit information packet that 
describes the company’s Code of Conduct, in addition to the illustrated “Guidelines for Vendors: 
Most Commonly Asked Questions on Compliance.”  The Human Rights department publishes a 
Human Rights Newsletter on a quarterly basis that is distributed to sourcing agents, licensees, and 
vendors.  PVH requires the Code of Conduct to be posted in each facility in the local language of 
the facility. 
 
PVH purchase orders and key business agreements related to sourcing include a human rights 
requirement clause, and new vendors are required to sign a letter acknowledging their 
understanding of PVH’s compliance process.  Vendors participate in compliance workshops on 
various code elements, such as Freedom of Association. 
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Trained Internal Compliance Staff to Monitor and Remediate Noncompliance Issues 
 
PVH maintains a training program for Human Rights Program staff that includes a three to four-
week orientation for new employees and publication of a quarterly Human Rights Newsletter for 
sourcing staff.  Within the Human Rights Program, the Training Committee works to identify 
training needs among staff, vendors, and workers.  “Country Key” documents developed by 
compliance staff serve to outline the critical issues particular to a sourcing country to keep staff 
informed of the latest compliance issues.  Additionally, PVH compliance staff and monitors 
participate in external trainings on topics such as conflict prevention and resolution.    
 
Provided Employees with Confidential Reporting Channels to Report Noncompliance 
 
During audits, PVH auditors evaluate internal grievance channels and discuss with factory 
managers ways to improve the effectiveness of those channels.  In some cases, auditors provide 
business cards to workers whom they have interviewed.  The cards provide workers with a 
telephone number for PVH local offices, and thereby create an anonymous channel through which 
workers can lodge grievances.   
 
 
Conducted Internal Monitoring of Applicable Facilities 
 
PVH regularly audits its factories every 15-18 months.  The audit process includes worker 
interviews, a documentation review, and a health and safety review.  PVH collects and verifies 
compliance information through an audit instrument called the Shared Commitment Evaluation 
Form.  Analysis of the audit findings allows PVH compliance staff to work with factories to build 
remediation plans.  A computerized database acts as a real-time tracking device to remind 
monitors of regularly scheduled audits; additional audits occur for a variety of reasons, among 
them the result of frequent non-compliance issues in a particular region, a change in local laws, or 
other red flags.  
 
Submitted to Unannounced, Independent External Monitoring (IEM) Visits to Factories 
Throughout its Supply Chain 
 
PVH provided factory lists, factory profiles, and related information to the FLA as required during 
years one through three of the initial implementation period.  PVH ensured that no FLA monitors 
were denied access to factories, records, and workers during unannounced visits.  The company 
also cooperated with FLA staff following IEMs to ensure that remediation and follow-up took place 
and were reported in FLA factory tracking charts, which are available for review on the FLA 
website.  
   
Collected and Managed Compliance Information Effectively 
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PVH uses a database to collect and organize factory compliance information.  PVH is able to 
generate a summary of non-compliance issues identified in each region.  Summaries of non-
compliances by region and by code element are provided to the FLA in the PVH annual reports. 
 
Remediated Noncompliance Issues in a Timely Manner 
 
Following FLA IEM visits, the Human Rights staff developed remediation plans with factories, which 
were implemented in a reasonable timeframe (usually 60 days).  FLA staff confirmed the timely 
submission of corrective action plans during PVH’s three year implementation period. 
 
PVH has created a process for rating a factory and determining future business based on progress 
of remediation.  The Human Rights Approval Committee, comprised of three executives from 
Compliance and Sourcing, receives factory evaluations and qualifies them as either approved, 
requires a follow-up visit, or not approved.  The committee makes joint decisions about vendor 
compliance and the business relationship.  While PVH attempts to stay with a factory to work on 
remediation, it will exit if the factory management proves unwilling to move forward on key 
remediation issues.   
  
 
 
 
 
 
Acted to Prevent Persistent Forms of Noncompliance 
  
The company’s regional leaders issue quarterly reviews of all the audit reports in their region and 
analyze the trends.  Examples of these trends are cited in the annual report to the FLA.  PVH has 
participated in FLA special projects (i.e., Central America Project, Sustainable Compliance and 
Hours of Work projects in China), training programs, or other focused initiatives to address major 
forms of non-compliance. 
 
PVH’s efforts relating to worker participation, air quality improvement, and reduction of excessive 
hours in the workplace are especially notable with regard to prevention of noncompliance.  For 
example, PVH has worked with a consultant to improve air quality in PVH contracted footwear 
factories in China.  Through its Critical Engagement and Impact Program and participation in the 
Hours of Work project, PVH has initiated a program to reduce excessive hours of work in China. 
 
PVH developed a special Tenant Clause as a result of factory tenement practices (multiple factories 
in the same building) occurring in Bangladesh.  The clause requires an entire building to be owned 
by the same vendor and not leased out to other factories if the factory is to conduct business with 
PVH.  This helps PVH to have access to all areas of the building and to monitor health and safety 
and other issues more closely. 
 
Additional details about PVH’s projects can be accessed by clicking the “Compliance Program” tab above, or 
in the FLA’s Year Two report on PVH. 
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Consulted with Civil Society (i.e., Labor, Human Rights, Religious or other Local 
Institutions) 
 
PVH consults with civil society on a frequent basis, particularly in countries with challenging 
compliance issues.  PVH maintains these links to assist staff in remediation work, training on 
harassment, and the promotion of Code Awareness among workers.   
 
PVH’s audit instrument instructs monitors to investigate whether or not a factory has a collective 
bargaining agreement.  If so, the monitors are asked to retain a copy and inquire whether or not 
the factory is in compliance with it.  
 
Paid FLA Dues and Met Other Procedural and Administrative Requirements 
  
All PVH dues and administration and monitoring fees were paid on time; all contracts were duly 
signed; and all required factory lists were submitted as required by the FLA.   
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PUMA AG 
 
1. PUMA AG Company Profile   
 
 
Company Name: PUMA AG 
 
Year of FLA Implementation: First year     
 
FLA Initial Implementation Period Ends: Dec 2006 
 
Annual Consolidated Revenue in FY 2004 (millions): 1.530 € Euros 
 
Company Status: PUMA is publicly listed on the German Stock Exchange 
 
FLA Applicable Brands / Brand’s Percentage of Total Consolidated Revenue:  
 
PUMA / 100% 
 
Total Applicable Facilities Worldwide in FLA 2004:    
 
352 applicable facilities       See details iv 
                   
Applicable Facilities subject to Internal Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 
 
337 applicable facilities          See details i  
 
Total FLA Independent External Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004:  
 
9 applicable facilities independently monitored by FLA  
 
       More about PUMA IEM visits in 2004 
        
       See individual factory tracking chart  
Compliance Staff Worldwide:    
 
9 full-time staff members who oversee the social compliance program worldwide.    
        Learn more about PUMA’s Compliance Program  
        
Third parties contracted by compliance team? No      
 
 
2. PUMA’s Labor Compliance Program in 2004 
 
PUMA’s labor and environmental compliance department is named S.A.F.E. 
(Social Accountability and Fundamental Environmental Standards).  It is 
responsible for the strategic development as well as implementation of PUMA’s 
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Code of Conduct, which corresponds with the standards in the FLA’s Workplace 
Code.  The Global Head of S.A.F.E. reports directly to the Board of Management.  
PUMA has S.A.F.E. Teams for Europe, the Middle East, and Africa, in Asia and the 
Americas, and in China.  Overall, S.A.F.E. had 9 full time staff members, 
supported by S.A.F.E. representatives at the factory level as well as technicians.  
PUMA audits all suppliers for their social and environmental performance, 
including licensee suppliers, on a regular basis. These audits are conducted by 
PUMA staff. 
 
 
3. Developments in PUMA’s Labor Compliance Program in 2004iv 
 
A. Compliance Systems Developed in 2004 
 
1. Strategic Monitoring 
 
 Audited perspective new suppliers for compliance before start of 
production.  Together with results from S.A.F.E. Audits for existing 
suppliers, 49 companies were screened out for deficiencies in their social 
or environmental performance; 
 
 Conducted 337 S.A.F.E. audits, compared to 263 in 2003.  Of the audits 
conducted in 2004, 171 were re-audits of factories that were on PUMA’s 
factory list; and 
 
 Developed a database that contains information on all its authorized 
suppliers. 
 
2. Special Projects 
 
 Started participation in two FLA projects: Hours of Work, which seeks to 
understand the root causes of excessive overtime, and the Sustainable 
Compliance Project, which focuses specifically on China; and 
 
 Participated in a round table discussion on codes of conduct facilitated by 
the German Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development. 
 
3. Stakeholder Dialogues 
 
PUMA convened its second annual stakeholder dialogue meeting.  PUMA suppliers, 
NGOs, local trade unions, academics, the ILO, and PUMA’s CEO and the Head of 
Sourcing met to discuss PUMA’s internal strategy on social compliance.  The meeting 
was moderated by the German Network of Business Ethics. 
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4. FLA Independent External Monitoring in PUMA Applicable Facilities  
 
A. An Introduction to FLA Independent External Monitoring  
 
FLA independent external monitoring (IEM) is one way that the FLA verifies Participating 
Companies’ compliance activities in the factories where they produce.  By conducting 
unannounced independent external monitoring visits in approximately 5% of all 
Participating Company applicable facilities that are deemed to be high risk, the FLA is 
able to observe a company’s progress in developing systems for effective prevention and 
remediation of noncompliance issues each year.  The FLA tracking charts (accessed at 
http://fairlabor.org/all/trasnparency/reports.html) provide detailed information about 
monitoring findings and Puma’s approach to remediation of noncompliance issues. 
 
B. Summary of FLA 2004 Independent External Monitoring in PUMA’s 
Applicable Facilities 
 
The following table provides information about FLA independent monitoring visits 
undertaken in PUMA applicable facilities in 2004.  It provides background information 
about the factories, the monitors, and their visits.   
 
PUMA Independent External Monitoring (IEM) Summary – 2004 
Number of IEMs in 2004:                                                     9  
Remediation shared with other FLA Companies:           5               
Remediation undertaken independently:                      4 
Average number of workers per independently monitored facility:      477 
Regions 
 
Independent 
External 
Monitoring 
Visits 
FLA-Accredited Monitors 
Conducting Visits 
East Asia 
-- China 4 
Kenan Institute (1),  Societé Générale 
de Surveillance (3) 
Southeast Asia 
-- Bangladesh, Indonesia, 
Thailand, Vietnam 
4 LIFT Standards (1), Bureau Veritas (1), Global Standards (2) 
EMEA 
--Turkey 1 
Societé Générale de Surveillance 
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C. Independent External Monitoring Results  
 
PUMA 2004 FLA IEM Percentage Findings by Benchmark and Code Element
Freedom of Association
4%
Wages and Benefits
16%
Hours of Work
9%
Risk of Child Labor
2%
Risk of Forced Labor 
6%OT Compensation
4%
Miscellaneous
8%
Code Awareness
7%
Harassment or Abuse
9%
Nondiscrimination
3%
Health and Safety
32%
 
 
 
The figure above displays the percentage breakdown by Code Provision of the total 
noncompliance issues reported by FLA independent monitors in Puma’s facilities, which 
PUMA addressed through remediation in 2004.  Noncompliance findings with regard to 
Health and Safety were the most frequently reported issues, making up 32% of the 
total noncompliance issues identified.iv  The most commonly reported and remediated 
Health and Safety issues were related to safety equipment, sanitation issues, fire safety, 
and personal protective equipment.  
 
Noncompliance with the FLA’s Wages and Hours of Work was also common, with a total 
of 29% of all findings related to Wages and Benefits (16%), Hours of Work (9%), 
and Overtime Compensation (4%).  The top Wages and Hours of Work issues taken 
up by PUMA through corrective action plans were related to payment of minimum 
wages, irregularities in pay statements, and legal benefits. 
 
Noncompliance with other Code Provisions was reported by FLA monitors with less 
frequency.  As discussed in previous sections, the FLA is working to develop systems for 
more effective monitoring and remediation of the Code Provisions that are particularly 
complex and difficult to assess, such as Freedom of Association and Collective 
Bargaining, Nondiscrimination, and Harassment or Abuse. 
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There were no findings of forced or bonded labor in facilities producing for PUMA.  
Likewise there were no findings of underage workers in these facilities.  The Forced 
Labor (6%) and Child Labor (2%) noncompliance reported above related to other 
benchmarks categorized under these Code provisions.  Please follow the links in the 
graph above to learn more about the benchmarks for these and other FLA Code 
provisions, and visit the FLA factory tracking charts to learn more about Puma’s 
approach to remediation of all of the noncompliance issues mentioned above.   
 
Click here iv to learn how the FLA collects the data that is illustrated in this chart. 
 
iv  PUMA’s FLA Applicable Facilities and Monitoring Activities in 2004 
 
In accordance with the FLA Charter, the chart below lists the countries where PUMA’s 
applicable facilities were located during the reporting period, as well as the number of 
internal and FLA independent external monitoring visits that took place during that time.   
 
Please note that this chart represents only one of a number of activities undertaken by 
participating companies to ensure factory compliance with the FLA Workplace Code of 
Conduct.  The number of site visits conducted by a participating company does not 
indicate whether one or more of a company’s applicable facilities are in compliance with 
the Code.  While this information can help readers gain a better grasp of the geographic 
scope and focus of participating companies’ compliance efforts, it should be interpreted 
in the context of the more qualitative characteristics of each company’s compliance 
program.  
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Location of 
Factories 
(Country) 
Number of 
Applicable 
Facilities 
PUMA 
 Internal Monitoring 
(Number of Facilities 
Visited) 
FLA Independent 
External Monitoring 
(Number of Facilities 
Visited) 
Argentina 5 5 0 
Bangladesh 6 6 0 
Brazil 6 4 0 
Bulgaria 6 11 0 
Cambodia 5 5 0 
Canada 1 1 0 
Chile 0 2 0 
China 106 136 4 
Colombia 0 1 0 
Czech Republic 1 0 0 
Ecuador 1 1 0 
Egypt 1 1 0 
El Salvador 0 2 0 
Greece 3 1 0 
India 8 7 0 
Indonesia 7 8 1 
Ireland 1 0 0 
Italy 14 6 0 
Japan 4 2 0 
Korea 10 0 0 
Laos 2 2 0 
Lesotho 1 1 0 
Malaysia 13 10 0 
Mexico 2 2 0 
Morocco 3 0 0 
New Zealand 1 0 0 
Pakistan 0 5 0 
Paraguay 1 1 0 
Philippines 7 7 0 
Poland 3 1 0 
Portugal 20 19 0 
Romania 6 0 0 
Singapore 1 1 0 
Slovakia 2 1 0 
South Africa 6 7 0 
Spain 3 3 0 
Taiwan 13 13 0 
Thailand 21 17 1 
Tunisia 6 7 0 
Turkey 35 21 1 
Ukraine 0 3 0 
United Kingdom 1 0 0 
Venezuela 1 1 0 
Vietnam 19 16 1 
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TOTAL 352 337 9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
iv Understanding the data reported in this section  
 
To understand the data reported in this section, take for example the FLA Code provision relating 
to Harassment or Abuse.  The FLA Workplace Code states: “Every employee will be treated with 
respect and dignity.  No employee will be subject to any physical, sexual, psychological or verbal 
harassment or abuse.” The FLA Benchmarks provide monitors with guidance about the meaning 
of each FLA Code provision (click hereiv to see the benchmarks for Harassment or Abuse).  By 
way of example, if in the context of an IEM a monitor were to observe that: (1) workers in a 
factory are not allowed access to toilets; and (2) a manager is verbally abusive to workers, the 
monitor would report to the FLA instances of noncompliance with regard to two benchmarks, that 
is, two instances of noncompliance even though both relate to the same Code provision.  In 
contrast, if a monitor were to observe several instances of noncompliance with a single 
benchmark in a given factory, these will be counted as one noncompliance.  For example, if a 
monitor were to observe restrictions on access to toilets in different sections of the factory, these 
distinct instances of noncompliance would be cited once under Harassment or Abuse.   
 
Thus, the frequency of noncompliance with a particular Code provision can provide some general 
sense of factory conditions, but does not necessarily present the complete story.  Additionally, 
because the investigations are qualitative in nature, the quantitative information provided should 
not be taken as hard statistics but rather as indications of trends in the FLA supply chain.  The 
FLA is continuing to work in developing a database for improved processing and reporting of data 
collected during IEMs.  Please access individual factory tracking charts for a more comprehensive 
and detailed look at factory conditions.     
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Reebok International, Ltd. 
 
 
1. Reebok Company Profile   
 
In May 2005, the FLA Board of Directors accredited Reebok’s apparel compliance program.  Please click on 
the "FLA Accredited Program" tab read the accreditation report. Click here for a description of FLA 
Accreditation.    
 
 
 
Company Name: Reebok International, Ltd.  
 
Year of FLA Implementation: Apparel:   3rd year     See FLA Y2 report on Reebok
          
FLA Initial Implementation Period Ended:  Apparel:  Dec 2004   See FLA Accreditation Report 
 
Company’s Annual Consolidated Revenue in FY 2004 (millions):  $3,785 
     
Company Status: Public [NYSE: RBK] 
 
FLA Applicable Brands / Brand’s Percentage of Total Consolidated Revenue:  
 
Reebok® footwear / 51% 
Reebok® apparel* / 32% 
 
*including Reebok®, Onfield®, and Group Athletica® brands 
 
Total Applicable Facilities Worldwide in FLA 2004:    
 
470 applicable facilities       See detailsiv 
         
Applicable Facilities Subject to Internal Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 
 
297 applicable facilities        See details i  
         
Total FLA Independent External Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004:  
 
16 applicable facilities    Click here for more about Reebok’ IEM visits in 2004 
          
       Click here to see individual factory tracking charts  
          
Compliance Staff Worldwide:    
 
16 fulltime, 7 part-time staff worldwide – based in Europe, Americas and Asia – are responsible 
for compliance in both footwear and apparel factories   
         Learn more about Reebok’s Compliance Program 
         
 
Third parties contracted by compliance team? Yes  See list of third partiesand work conductediv 
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Notes:  
 
 Reebok is included in FLA Year One and Two report. 
 Reebok footwear received FLA Accreditation in April 2004 and Reebok apparel received FLA 
Accreditation in May 2005.  
 Reebok is an FLA University Licensee.  
         Click here to view list of universitiesiv  
    Access FLA database to learn about where licensed goods are produced.  
          
 
 
2. Reebok’s Labor Compliance Program in 2004 
 
Reebok’s Human Rights Program is responsible for implementing Reebok’s Human 
Rights Production Standards, which correspond with the FLA Workplace Code of 
Conduct.  The Human Rights Program is headed by the Vice President of Human Rights 
Program, who is based at company headquarters, and reports to Reebok International 
Ltd.’s CEO and Chairman of the Board.  The Human Rights program – which covers both 
apparel and footwear – comprised 17 full-time and 7 part-time staff members, based at 
headquarters and in four regions: East/North Asia, South Asia, Europe/Middle East, and 
Latin America/Mexico/United States.  The Human Rights Program worked closely with 
other departments to improve labor compliance at factories.  In particular, Reebok’s 
Sourcing Managers and Production Managers had increasing labor compliance-related 
responsibilities. 
 
The vast majority of internal monitoring visits to Reebok’s apparel and footwear facilities 
in 2004 were conducted by the company’s Human Rights staff.  However, Reebok also 
contracted with the following third-party organizations for compliance support in apparel 
factories: Intertek for audits in Spain, Italy, Jordan, Lesotho, Morocco, Romania, and 
Swaziland; CSCC for audits in the United States; and SGS and Fairland for audits in 
China.  Since 2003, Reebok has required its apparel agents to conduct pre-assessments 
of new factories they select for Reebok production prior to submitting their names 
formally to Reebok; in 2004, Reebok required agents to submit reports of their audits to 
company monitors prior to these monitors conducting a verification audit.  Reebok also 
contracted with Euromed Marseille and Verite for compliance support in footwear 
factories. 
 
3. Developments in Reebok’s Labor Compliance Program in 2004iv  
 
A. Compliance Systems Developed in 2004 
 
1. Enhancing Agent Participation in Monitoring 
 
In 2004, Reebok launched an initiative to increase agent accountability for factory 
working conditions, enhance efficient use of agent and Reebok resources, and increase 
monitoring coverage.  This is particularly significant since in apparel, Reebok works 
mostly through agents.  Reebok piloted the monitoring project with Li & Fung, the 
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company’s largest agent.  After evaluating the results of the pilot, Reebok intended to 
extend it to other agents in 2005. 
 
Pursuant to the project, Li & Fung assumed responsibility for monitoring working 
conditions at factories at least once annually (twice in high-risk regions) and also to 
monitor to verify corrective actions taken by the factories.  Li & Fung also assumed 
additional responsibility for training factories on Reebok’s Standards and for developing 
remediation plans.  In order to ensure that Li & Fung staff have the proper knowledge 
and skills to take on these additional tasks, Reebok establish requirements: (1) staff 
must have the proper education, experience, skills, and abilities to perform job 
functions; (2) staff must participate in training conducted by Reebok on its Standards; 
auditing process, content, and techniques; the company’s Human Rights Tracking 
System; and effective monitoring techniques; and (3) staff must participate in “hands 
on” training in the form of joint audits with Reebok’s compliance staff. 
 
2. Outreach to Civil Society 
 
Reebok maintained extensive relationships with human rights, labor, and other local 
organizations that have the trust of workers and knowledge of local conditions.  This 
was done through the efforts of monitors in the regions in which the company worked 
as well as through Reebok’s efforts to support human rights through the Reebok Human 
Rights Award and the Reebok Human Rights Foundation.  Reebok monitors continued to 
be accountable for managing NGO contacts in his or her country or region. Reebok’s 
outreach efforts with non-governmental organizations, helped the company increase 
understanding of local labor conditions as well as problems at specific factories.  The 
company collaborated with NGO representatives to improve workplace conditions in 
specific regions, or to assist with a particularly difficult situation in a particular factory.  
Examples of Reebok’s NGO outreach included: 
 
 A consultation in March 2004 with the Institute for Contemporary Observation to 
share experiences and learn about ways in which the media, the legal profession, 
and brands can work together to protect labor rights in China. 
 
 A consultation in Spring 2004 with the Guangdong Provincial General Union to 
learn more about the union’s activities in the province and to develop strategies 
for promoting worker representation in factories producing for Reebok given the 
culture and legal climate in China. 
 
 Training for worker representatives in Thailand on labor law and worker rights 
and obligations under the law sponsored by Reebok and local NGO Arom 
Pongpangan.  Arom is a labor resource center that publishes research and 
organizes symposia on national labor policies and activities impacting national 
labor policies. 
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3. Laying the Groundwork for Sustainable Compliance 
 
In 2004, Reebok sought to lay the groundwork for sustainable compliance in several 
ways. 
 
 Improving benchmarks on policies, procedures, documentation, and communication 
systems for more sustainable compliance in its Guide for Implementing Reebok’s 
Human Rights Production Standards.  Reebok expanded education and outreach 
efforts to business partners on sustainable solutions to common compliance 
problems.  Reebok also continued to drive worker participation in decision-making, 
by encouraging stronger management-worker dialogue, including election 
experiments. 
 
 Enhancing the skills of monitors, particularly with regard to gathering information 
through worker interviews, in order to provide more specific guidance to factories on 
remediation and to report more effectively on monitoring efforts.  This was 
accomplished through a combination of long-standing training programs and new 
efforts to provide coaching and monitoring opportunities on an ongoing basis. 
 
 Expanding collaboration with other buyers, both in shared facilities and globally.  
Reebok participated in the formation of the Quality Brands for Better Working 
Environments Foundation, an organization set up to support and encourage the 
implementation and enforcement of Chinese labor and industrial health and safety 
laws and regulations.  Reebok is also a founding member of the Fair Factories 
Clearinghouse, which aims to drive industry collaboration and information sharing on 
factory workplace conditions. 
 
Click here to see the Year Two report on Reebok.  
 
 
B. Selected Elements in Implementing the FLA Requirements  
 
 Reebok revised its Guide to Reebok Human Rights Production Standards to provide 
factories with more guidance in relations to policies, procedures, documentation, and 
communication systems that enable more sustainable compliance. 
 
 Reebok provided strategic training to apparel and footwear factory managers, agents, 
and vendors on the purpose and implementation of the human rights production 
standards  In addition to general code training, sessions focused on setting 
expectations, thoroughly explaining the Reebok Standards, and providing participants 
with the tools they need to continuously improve working conditions. 
 
 Reebok placed emphasis on building the skills of compliance staff particularly in the 
areas of interviewing, remediation, and reporting.  Reebok used a combination of 
techniques to build staff skills, among them pairing of new or less experienced 
monitors with experienced ones to provide coaching and mentoring, promoting cross-
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monitor communication, and seeking information on best practices through 
attendance at conferences. 
 
 In 2004, Reebok conducted internal monitoring of 55% of FLA applicable apparel 
factories and 76% of FLA applicable apparel factories located in high risk countries; 
similarly, Reebok conducted internal monitoring of 87% of footwear factories.   
 
 Reebok conducted pre-sourcing or initial audits of new factories being considered for 
brand production.  These audits were typically conducted by factories and then 
agents, and then spot checked by company monitors based on risk.  Reebok 
continued to require external monitoring visits prior to selection of a plant as a 
supplier. 
  
 
Click here to review Reebok’s activities in Year Two. 
  
 
4. FLA Independent External Monitoring in Reebok’s Applicable Facilities 
 
A. An Introduction to FLA Independent External Monitoring  
 
FLA independent external monitoring (IEM) is one way that the FLA verifies Participating 
Companies’ compliance activities in the factories where they produce.  By conducting 
unannounced independent external monitoring visits in approximately 5% of all 
Participating Company applicable facilities that are deemed to be high risk, the FLA is 
able to observe a company’s progress in developing systems for effective prevention and 
remediation of noncompliance issues each year.  The FLA tracking charts (accessed at 
http://fairlabor.org/all/trasnparency/reports.html) provide detailed information about 
monitoring findings and Reebok’s approach to remediation of noncompliance issues. 
 
B. Summary of FLA 2004 Independent External Monitoring in Reebok’s 
Applicable Facilities 
 
The following table provides information about FLA independent monitoring visits 
undertaken in Reebok’s Applicable Facilities in 2004.  It provides background information 
about the factories, the monitors, and their visits.   
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Reebok Independent External Monitoring (IEM) Summary – 2004 
Number of IEMs in 2004:                                                    16 
Remediation shared with other FLA Companies:           1            
Remediation undertaken independently:                     15    
Average number of workers per independently monitored facility:     1,912 
Regions 
 
Independent 
External 
Monitoring 
Visits 
FLA-Accredited Monitors 
Conducting Visits 
East Asia 
-- China, Korea  4 
Kenan Institute Asia (1), Global 
Standards (1), Société Générale de 
Surveillance (2)   
South Asia 
-- Bangladesh, India, Sri 
Lanka 
6 
Bureau Veritas (2), LIFT Standards 
(1), Phulki (1), T-Group Solutions (2) 
Southeast Asia 
-- Thailand, Vietnam 4 
Global Standards (2), Kenan Institute 
Asia (2) 
Americas 
--United States  2 
A & L Group, Inc. (2) 
 
C. Independent External Monitoring Results  
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Reebok 2004 FLA IEM Percentage Findings by Benchmark and Code Element
Freedom of Association
3%
Wages and Benefits
12%
Hours of Work
7%
Miscellaneous
3%
Health and Safety
53%
Nondiscrimination
1%
Harassment or Abuse
5%
Code Awareness
7%
Risk of Child Labor
1%
Risk of Forced Labor 
2%
OT Compensation
6%
 
 
The figure above displays the percentage breakdown by Code Provision of the total 
noncompliance issues reported by FLA independent monitors in Reebok’s facilities, which 
Reebok addressed through remediation in 2004.  Noncompliance findings with regard to 
Health and Safety were the most frequently reported issues, making up 55% of the 
total noncompliance issues identified.iv  The most commonly reported and remediated 
Health and Safety issues were related to inadequate postings and evacuation 
procedures, safety equipment, personal protective equipment, and chemical safety.   
 
Noncompliance with the FLA’s Wages and Hours of Work was also common, with a total 
of 25% of all findings related to Wages and Benefits (12%), Hours of Work (7%), 
and Overtime Compensation (6%).  The top Wages and Hours of Work issues taken 
up by Reebok through corrective actions plans were related to overtime limitations, 
recording of overtime hours, voluntary overtime, overtime compensation, and the 
factory’s provision of legal benefits to workers.  Noncompliance with Code Awareness 
represented 7% of the noncompliance findings; the most common instances of 
noncompliance in this area addressed through remediation were the posting of the code 
of conduct, worker and management awareness of code provisions and a functioning 
confidential non-compliance reporting mechanism.  
 
Noncompliance with other Code Provisions was reported by FLA monitors with less 
frequency.  As discussed in previous sections, the FLA is working to develop systems for 
more effective monitoring and remediation of the Code Provisions that are particularly 
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complex and difficult to assess, such as Freedom of Association and Collective 
Bargaining, Nondiscrimination, and Harassment and Abuse. 
 
There were no findings of forced or bonded labor in facilities producing for Reebok.   
Likewise there were no findings of underage workers in these facilities.  The Forced 
Labor (1%) and Child Labor (2%) noncompliance reported above related to other 
benchmarks categorized under this Code provision.  Please follow the links in the graph 
above to learn more about the benchmarks for these and other FLA Code provisions, 
and visit the FLA factory tracking charts to learn more about Reebok’s approach to 
remediation of all of the noncompliance issues mentioned above. 
 
 
Click here iv to learn how the FLA collects the data that is illustrated in this chart. 
 
 
iv  Reebok’s FLA Applicable Facilities and Monitoring Activities in 2004  
 
In accordance with the FLA Charter, the chart below lists the countries where Reebok’s 
applicable facilities were located during the reporting period, as well as the number of 
internal and FLA independent external monitoring visits that took place during that time.   
 
Please note that this chart represents only one of a number of activities undertaken by 
participating companies to ensure factory compliance with the FLA Workplace Code of 
Conduct.  The number of site visits conducted by a participating company does not 
indicate whether one or more of a company’s applicable facilities are in compliance with 
the Code.  While this information can help readers gain a better grasp of the geographic 
scope and focus of participating companies’ compliance efforts, it should be interpreted 
in the context of the more qualitative characteristics of each company’s compliance 
program.  
 
Location of 
Factories (Country) 
Number of 
Applicable 
Facilities  
Reebok   
Internal 
Monitoring 
(Number of 
Facilities Visited)
FLA Independent 
External Monitoring 
(Number of Facilities 
Visited) 
Bangladesh  8 8 3 
Bulgaria  7 3 0 
Cambodia  2 2 0 
Canada  18 0 0 
China  82 79 2 
Costa Rica  1 1 0 
Dominican Republic  2 2 0 
El Salvador  7 7 0 
Guatemala  5 4 0 
Honduras  6 5 0 
India  18 13 2 
Indonesia  29 27 0 
Italy  5 2 0 
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Japan  6 0 0 
Korea 35 8 1 
Lesotho  2 1 0 
Macau  7 1 0 
Malaysia  7 7 0 
Mexico  8 5 0 
Morocco 1 1 0 
Pakistan  1 1 0 
Philippines  9 9 0 
Portugal  36 9 0 
Romania 1 1 0 
Spain  15 5 0 
Sri Lanka  17 11 2 
Swaziland  2 1 0 
Taiwan  30 18 0 
Thailand  12 12 2 
Tunisia  1 0 0 
Turkey  13 13 0 
United States  46 13 2 
Venezuela 1 0 0 
Vietnam  30 28 2 
Total 470 297 16 
 
 
 
iv  
 
Third Parties Contracted by Reebok Compliance Support in 2004  
 
Name of Monitoring Group, 
Organization, etc. Work Conducted 
Number of Factories 
Monitored 
Intertek Full compliance audits -- Global 12 
Cal Safety Compliance Corp Full compliance audits --  United States 8 
Société Générale de Surveillance Full compliance audits --  China 2 
Fairland Full compliance audits --  Northern China 7 
 
*This table does not take into account all site visits conducted by Reebok agents.  
Agents who source for Reebok, but are not Reebok employees, are required to conduct 
a pre-assessment for every new factory and follow up site inspections to ensure action. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 plans are being implemented in a timely manner. 
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iv  
Universities, Colleges and Secondary Schools Licensing Reebok 
 
Name of School Location 
University of Alabama Alabama 
Arizona State University Arizona 
Boston College Massachusetts 
University of California at Los Angeles California 
Illinois State University Illinois 
Northeastern Illinois University Illinois 
Ohio State University Ohio 
Vanderbilt University Tennessee 
Virginia Tech Virginia 
 
 
 
5. Reebok’s Apparel Compliance Program: An FLA-Accredited Compliance 
Program  
FLA Accreditation of Reebok Apparel’s Labor Compliance Program 
2005 
 
In May 2005, the FLA Board of Directors voted to accredit Reebok’s compliance program.  
The decision was based on the FLA staff’s assessment that included audits both at 
headquarters and at the field level, and visits to a number of apparel supplier facilities.    
Staff interviewed Reebok personnel; inspected files; observed the annual compliance staff 
training; reviewed factory records in the database; observed Reebok field staff in apparel 
factories; and analyzed findings from a total of 77 independent external monitoring visits 
conducted at Reebok apparel facilities over the course of the past three years.   
 
This accreditation assessment focused exclusively on Reebok apparel’s compliance program 
during the initial implementation period, which lasted from July 2001 until December 2004.  
The compliance program implements FLA Standards in the factories that produce Reebok 
apparel around the world (totaling 23 in Year One, later consolidated to 20 in Year Two, and 
further consolidated to 14 in Year Three– click here to see where they are located).  While 
many of the activities undertaken by Reebok relating to apparel, the footwear compliance 
program is distinct in many ways from the apparel program. It is for this reason that Reebok 
submitted two separate Monitoring Plans for footwear (with a 2-year implementation period) 
and apparel (a 3-year period).  Reebok footwear compliance program was accredited in April 
2004.   
 
By accrediting Reebok apparel, the FLA Board formally recognized that the program has 
fulfilled the requirements set forth by the FLA and in the Monitoring Plan that Reebok 
apparel submitted upon entering the FLA.  Accreditation should not be mistaken to mean 
that a program is perfect, however.  When accrediting a program the FLA stresses the need 
for continued improvement at the level of the factory and the company. In the event that 
the FLA finds that a company is not acting in good faith to uphold its obligations, it retains 
the right to retract accreditation.   
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           Click hereiv for more information about FLA accreditation. 
 
 
FLA Assessment of Reebok Apparel’s Compliance Program – In Brief 
 
The FLA determined that Reebok Human Rights staff is highly active in most apparel 
factories producing for Reebok.  The Human Rights program at Reebok employs 18 full-time 
and seven part-time staff to execute its monitoring and remediation activities.  Eighteen of 
those employees serve as factory monitors in Reebok’s internal monitoring program.  
Regular presence in the majority of apparel factories affords the Human Rights staff 
opportunities to coach factory management to make long-term improvements in compliance.  
Especially notable during the implementation period were Reebok apparel’s efforts to 
establish sustainable methods to prevent persistent forms of noncompliance.  The 
Compliance Problem Resolution (CPR) program requires all factories within a region to 
develop policies and the capacity for enforcement on noncompliance issues.  For example,  a 
CPR was initiated in Guatemala as a result of cases of extreme working hours without proper 
documentation.   
 
Overall, the company is a notably active participant in the FLA, and has encouraged apparel 
facilities to participate and increasingly take the lead in ongoing and new activities that 
promise to bring about improved workplace conditions.  Please see the chart below for a 
brief summary of ways in which Reebok apparel fulfilled particular FLA requirements for 
accreditation.   
 
    Click here to return to the full FLA 2005 Report on Reebok.  
 
 
 
Reebok’s Fulfillment of  
FLA Requirements for Program Accreditation 
July 2001 through December 2004 
 
Adopted and Communicated the Workplace Code of Conduct to Workers and 
Management at Applicable Facilities 
 
Reebok's Human Rights Production Standards, adopted in 1992, continue to be the focal point for 
communications within Reebok’s supply chain.  Factories are informed of the standards through a 
Welcome Kit and manufacturing agreements citing the standards and obligations.  Reebok has 
updated and improved its Code of Conduct poster over the course of the implementation period 
and works with suppliers to ensure the poster is displayed appropriately and in the local language 
of each factory.   
 
Reebok employs various tactics to ensure an informed workplace, including: trainings, worker 
handbooks, and a new worker orientation program.  Trainings focus on code awareness, local 
labor law, and Reebok’s confidential reporting process.  Reebok encourages worker participation in 
code awareness through the formation of worker committees or forums.  
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Trained Internal Compliance Staff to Monitor and Remediate Noncompliance Issues 
 
The main vehicle for Reebok’s team training is its weeklong Human Rights Annual Team meeting.  
The 2004 meeting focused on the new Sustainability Audit (S-Audit) approach that requires 
monitors to identify root causes and analyze factory systems to prevent systemic non-compliances.  
 
Reebok has also created training modules for new and current employees, as well as for agents 
and Reebok business partners to ensure company training needs are being met.  Specific trainings 
were conducted to improve monitoring skills, including a training with an NGO in 2004 to improve 
worker interviewing skills, and training with a consultant to better understand the concept of social 
auditing.   
 
 
Provided Employees with Confidential Reporting Channels to Report Noncompliance 
 
Reebok has developed a training program for factory management on problem-solving skills and 
worker-management communication systems.  Reebok has encouraged factory management to 
establish workers’ welfare committees as one source of receiving grievances.   
 
Reebok has also developed an online Worker Communication System in which workers can submit 
comments directly to the company.  The system is currently under development with the goal of 
making it more accessible on the website and in multiple languages. 
 
Conducted Internal Monitoring of Applicable Facilities 
 
Reebok uses a risk-based model to determine which factories it audits.  At the time of the 
accreditation review, Reebok was seeking to make further improvements on the model.  Following 
an audit, Reebok Human Rights staff collects the information on compliance from the audit 
instrument, verifies the information, and enters the findings into the Human Rights Tracking 
System.  In 2004, functionality was added to the tracking system which allows agents to input pre-
sourcing audit results.  The system also enables the Human Rights staff to analyze the compliance 
findings, track trends, and follow remediation. 
 
Submitted to Unannounced, Independent External Monitoring (IEM) Visits to Factories 
Throughout its Supply Chain 
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Reebok footwear provided factory lists, factory profiles, and related information to the FLA as 
required during years one through three of the implementation period.  Reebok ensured that no 
FLA monitors were denied access to apparel factories, records, and workers during unannounced 
visits.  The company also cooperated with FLA staff following IEMs to ensure that remediation and 
follow-up took place and were reported in FLA factory tracking charts, which are available for 
review on the FLA website.  
   
Collected and Managed Compliance Information Effectively 
 
Reebok uses a database, the Human Rights Tracking System (HRTS), to collect and organize factory 
compliance information.  The database can be accessed worldwide by relevant Reebok employees, who 
use it to record monitoring results and remediation progress and to analyze trends in noncompliance.  
In 2004, Reebok added new functionality for key agents to enter data into the system.  FLA noted that 
monitors and sourcing personnel are well versed in the HRTS.  
 
The Reebok Human Rights staff provides progress reports to the FLA on a quarterly basis. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Remediated Noncompliance Issues in a Timely Manner 
 
Following an audit, the Human Rights staff develops remediation plans with factories based on the 
information received from monitors and field staff.  These plans are implemented in a reasonable 
timeframe (usually 60 days).   
 
 
Acted to Prevent Persistent Forms of Noncompliance 
  
In an effort to prevent persistent forms of noncompliance, Reebok developed a Compliance 
Problem Resolution (CPR) to counteract common compliance issues in a region.  Reebok develops 
a general corrective action plan and asks for regional implementation if a pattern exists.  One 
example is the CPR in Guatemala regarding ‘veladas’ – extreme working hours without proper 
documentation.  The CPR encouraged all factories to develop policies and structure for 
enforcement. 
 
Additional details about Reebok’s projects can be accessed by clicking the “Compliance Program” tab above, 
or in the FLA’s Year Two report on Reebok. 
 
 
2005 Annual Public Report   202
                                                                                                                                                 
Consulted with Civil Society (i.e., Labor, Human Rights, Religious and other Local 
Institutions) 
 
Reebok consults with civil society on a frequent basis, particularly in countries with challenging 
compliance issues.  A list of NGO consultations with participant names, dates and meeting contents 
has been provided to the FLA on a quarterly basis during the implementation period.  Monitors in 
two regions confirmed that they consulted with NGOs to gain a better understanding of worker 
concerns and to help them focus on priority issues in the Reebok audits. 
 
Reebok reviews collective bargaining agreements, where existing, as part of their monitoring 
efforts and seeks to ensure implementation and remediation consistent with those agreements.  
Reebok also reports on any unions they consult with to the FLA on a quarterly basis. 
 
Paid FLA Dues and Met Other Procedural and Administrative Requirements 
  
All Reebok apparel dues and administration and monitoring fees were paid on time; all contracts 
were duly signed; and all required factory lists were submitted as required by the FLA.   
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Top of the World 
 
 
1. Top of the World Company Profile   
 
 
Company Name: Top of the World 
 
Year of FLA Implementation: First year     
 
FLA Initial Implementation Period Ends: Dec 2007  
 
Annual Consolidated Revenue in FY 2004 (millions): $20 
 
Company Status: Top of the World is privately owned 
 
FLA Applicable Brands / Brand’s Percentage of Total Consolidated Revenue:  
 
Top of the World / 95% 
Captivating Headgear / 5% 
 
Total Applicable Facilities Worldwide in FLA 2004:    
 
14 applicable facilities       See details iv 
                   
Applicable Facilities subject to Internal Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 
 
 1 applicable facilities          See details i  
 
Total FLA Independent External Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004:  
 
1 applicable facility independently monitored by FLA  
 
       More about Top of the World IEM visits in 2004 
        
       See individual factory tracking chart  
 
Compliance Staff Worldwide:    
 
3 part-time staff members oversee the social compliance program from the company 
headquarters.    
        Learn more about Top of the World’s Compliance Program 
         
 
Third parties contracted by compliance team? No 
 
Notes: 
 
Top of the World is an FLA Category A University Licensee.   Click here to view list of universitiesiv
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2. Top of the World’s Labor Compliance Program in 2004 
 
In 2004, Top of the World completed the first year of its three-year initial 
implementation period of the FLA program as a Category A University Licensee.  Top of 
the World adopted the FLA Code of Conduct as the basis for implementing its 
compliance program.  The key person responsible for carrying out the company’s labor 
compliance program at headquarters is the Vice President for Operations.  Top of the 
World has three part-time employees devoted to labor compliance at headquarters.   
 
 
3. Developments in Top of the World’s Labor Compliance Program in 
2004iv 
 
A. Compliance Systems Developed in 2004 
 
In 2004, its first year of FLA implementation, Top of the World: 
 
 Attendance at a compliance seminar held by Intertek at Outdoor Cap. 
 Development of an audit instrument that outlines the areas the internal monitor 
should observe during the audit of a facility. 
 Development of a database to maintain, track, and report all compliance 
information. 
 Development of an OSHA/Safety training program that encompasses FLA 
standards.  
 Internal monitoring of one of its largest suppliers. 
 
 
  
4. FLA Independent External Monitoring in Top of the World Applicable 
Facilities  
 
A. An Introduction to FLA Independent External Monitoring  
 
FLA independent external monitoring (IEM) is one way that the FLA verifies Participating 
Companies’ compliance activities in the factories where they produce.  By conducting 
unannounced independent external monitoring visits in approximately 5% of all 
Participating Company applicable facilities that are deemed to be high risk, the FLA is 
able to observe a company’s progress in developing systems for effective prevention and 
remediation of noncompliance issues each year.  The FLA tracking charts (accessed at 
http://fairlabor.org/all/trasnparency/reports.html) provide detailed information about 
monitoring findings and Outdoor Cap’s approach to remediation of noncompliance 
issues. 
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B. Summary of FLA 2004 Independent External Monitoring in Top of the 
World’s Applicable Facilities 
 
The following table provides information about FLA independent monitoring visits 
undertaken in Top of the World applicable facilities in 2004.  It provides background 
information about the factories, the monitors, and their visits.   
 
Top of the World Independent External Monitoring (IEM) Summary – 2004 
Number of IEMs in 2004:                                                     1  
Remediation shared with other FLA Companies:           0               
Remediation undertaken independently:                      1 
Average number of workers per independently monitored facility:      405 
Regions 
 
Independent 
External 
Monitoring 
Visits 
FLA-Accredited Monitors 
Conducting Visits 
Southeast Asia 
-- Vietnam 1 Global Standards (1) 
 
 
 
C. Independent External Monitoring Results  
 
Top of the World Year III FLA IEM Percentage Findings by Benchmark and Code Element
Code Awareness
9%
Harassment or Abuse
14%
Health and Safety
35%
Hours of Work
18%
OT Compensation
14%
Freedom of Association
5%
Wages and Benefits
5%
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The figure above displays the percentage breakdown by Code Provision of the total 
noncompliance issues reported by FLA independent monitors in Top of the World’s 
facilities, which Top of the World addressed through remediation in 2004.  
Noncompliance findings with regard to Health and Safety were the most frequently 
reported issues, making up 35% of the total noncompliance issues identified.iv  The 
most commonly reported and remediated Health and Safety issues were related to 
safety equipment, fire safety and health, chemical management and personal protective 
equipment.  
 
Noncompliance with the FLA’s Wages and Hours of Work was also common, with a total 
of 37% of all findings related to Wages and Benefits (5%), Hours of Work (18%), 
and Overtime Compensation (14%).  The top Wages and Hours of Work issues taken 
up by Top of the World through corrective action plans were related to payment of legal 
benefits, overtime limitations, accurate recording for overtime hours, legal compliance 
with protected workers and over time compensation. The third highest rated 
noncompliance was Harassment or Abuse (14%) with respect to lack of disciplinary 
policy, procedures and systems.  
 
Noncompliance with other Code Provisions was reported by FLA monitors with less 
frequency.  As discussed in previous sections, the FLA is working to develop systems for 
more effective monitoring and remediation of the Code Provisions that are particularly 
complex and difficult to assess, such as Freedom of Association and Collective 
Bargaining.  
 
There were no findings of forced or bonded labor in facilities producing for Top of the 
World.  Likewise there were no findings of underage workers in these facilities.  Please 
follow the links in the graph above to learn more about the benchmarks for these and 
other FLA Code provisions, and visit the FLA factory tracking charts to learn more about 
Top of the World’s approach to remediation of all of the noncompliance issues 
mentioned above.   
 
Click here iv to learn how the FLA collects the data that is illustrated in this chart. 
 
 
iv  Top of the World’s FLA Applicable Facilities and Monitoring Activities in 
2004 
 
In accordance with the FLA Charter, the chart below lists the countries where Top of the 
World’s applicable facilities were located during the reporting period, as well as the 
number of internal and FLA independent external monitoring visits that took place 
during that time.   
 
Please note that this chart represents only one of a number of activities undertaken by 
participating companies to ensure factory compliance with the FLA Workplace Code of 
Conduct.  The number of site visits conducted by a participating company does not 
indicate whether one or more of a company’s applicable facilities are in compliance with 
the Code.  While this information can help readers gain a better grasp of the geographic 
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scope and focus of participating companies’ compliance efforts, it should be interpreted 
in the context of the more qualitative characteristics of each company’s compliance 
program.  
 
 
Location of 
Factories 
(Country) 
Number of 
Applicable 
Facilities 
Top of the World 
Internal Monitoring 
(Number of Facilities 
Visited) 
FLA Independent 
External Monitoring 
(Number of Facilities 
Visited) 
Bangladesh 4 0 0 
Cambodia 1 0 0 
China 4 0 0 
Indonesia 2 0 0 
Korea  1 0 0 
Vietnam 2 1 1 
TOTAL 14 1 1 
 
 
 
iv  
Universities, Colleges and Secondary Schools Licensing Top of the World 
 
Name of School Location 
Albany Law School New York 
University of Arizona Arizona 
Arizona State University Arizona 
Ball State University Indiana 
Boise State University Idaho 
Boston College Massachusetts 
Boston University Massachusetts 
Bowdoin University Maine 
Bucknell University Pennsylvania 
University of California at Davis California 
University of California at Los Angeles California 
University of California at Merced California 
University of California at San Francisco California 
California Institute of Technology California 
California State University at Northridge California 
University of Colorado at Denver Colorado 
Columbia University New York 
Connecticut University Connecticut 
Creighton University Nebraska 
Culver Academies Indiana 
University of Dayton Ohio 
University of Delaware Delaware 
Denison University Ohio 
Duke University North Carolina 
Ferris State University Michigan 
University of Florida Florida 
Florida State University Florida 
2005 Annual Public Report   208
                                                                                                                                                 
Fordham University New York 
Franklin & Marshall College Pennsylvania 
George Mason University Virginia 
University of Georgia Georgia 
Georgia Institute of Technology Georgia 
Gettysburg College Pennsylvania 
University of Illinois at Chicago Illinois 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign Illinois 
Ithaca College New York 
James Madison University Virginia 
Johns Hopkins University Maryland 
University of Kansas Kansas 
Kansas State University Kansas 
Keene State University New Hampshire 
Lake Forest College Illinois 
University of Louisville Kentucky 
University of Maine at Farmington Maine 
University of Maine at Orono Maine 
University of Maryland Maryland 
Marymount University Virginia 
University of Miami Florida 
University of Michigan Michigan 
Michigan State University Michigan 
Michigan Technological University Michigan 
University of Missouri at St. Louis Missouri 
Neumann College Pennsylvania 
University of New Hampshire New Hampshire 
University of New Mexico New Mexico 
New Mexico State University New Mexico 
New School University New York 
University of North Carolina at Greensboro North Carolina 
North Carolina State University North Carolina 
Northeastern Illinois University Illinois 
Northwestern University Illinois 
University of Notre Dame Indiana 
Ohio State University Ohio 
University of Pennsylvania Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania State University Pennsylvania 
Phillips Academy Massachusetts 
University of Pittsburgh Pennsylvania 
University of Portland Oregon 
University of Puerto Rico at Humacao Puerto Rico 
Randolph Macon Women’s College Virginia 
St. Cloud State University Minnesota 
St. John’s University New York 
St. Joseph’s University Pennsylvania 
St. Michael’s College Vermont 
San Jose State University  California 
Santa Clara University California 
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School for International Training Vermont 
Simpson College California 
University of Southern California California 
SUNY Cobleskill New York 
Temple University Pennsylvania 
University of Texas at Austin Texas 
University of Texas, Medical Branch at Galveston Texas 
Utah State University Utah 
Valdosta State University Georgia 
Vassar College New York 
University of Virginia Virginia 
Virginia Tech Virginia 
Walsh University Ohio 
Washington University Missouri 
West Virginia University West Virginia 
Wheaton College Massachusetts 
University of Wisconsin at Oshkosh Wisconsin 
University of Wyoming Wyoming 
Xavier University Ohio 
Yale University Connecticut 
 
 
 
 
iv Understanding the data reported in this section  
 
To understand the data reported in this section, take for example the FLA Code provision relating 
to Harassment or Abuse.  The FLA Workplace Code states: “Every employee will be treated with 
respect and dignity.  No employee will be subject to any physical, sexual, psychological or verbal 
harassment or abuse.” The FLA Benchmarks provide monitors with guidance about the meaning 
of each FLA Code provision (click hereiv to see the benchmarks for Harassment or Abuse).  By 
way of example, if in the context of an IEM a monitor were to observe that: (1) workers in a 
factory are not allowed access to toilets; and (2) a manager is verbally abusive to workers, the 
monitor would report to the FLA instances of noncompliance with regard to two benchmarks, that 
is, two instances of noncompliance even though both relate to the same Code provision.  In 
contrast, if a monitor were to observe several instances of noncompliance with a single 
benchmark in a given factory, these will be counted as one noncompliance.  For example, if a 
monitor were to observe restrictions on access to toilets in different sections of the factory, these 
distinct instances of noncompliance would be cited once under Harassment or Abuse.   
 
Thus, the frequency of noncompliance with a particular Code provision can provide some general 
sense of factory conditions, but does not necessarily present the complete story.  Additionally, 
because the investigations are qualitative in nature, the quantitative information provided should 
not be taken as hard statistics but rather as indications of trends in the FLA supply chain.  The 
FLA is continuing to work in developing a database for improved processing and reporting of data 
collected during IEMs.  Please access individual factory tracking charts for a more comprehensive 
and detailed look at factory conditions.     
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Zephyr Graf-X 
 
1. Zephyr Graf-X Company Profile   
 
 
Company Name: Zephyr Graf-X  
 
Year of FLA Implementation: 2nd year    See FLA Y2 Report on Zephyr Graf-X 
 
FLA Initial Implementation Period Ends: Dec 2005  
 
Annual Consolidated Revenue in FY 2004 (millions): Range: $10-50* 
 
*The FLA provides revenue ranges for companies that are not traded publicly  
 
Company Status: Zephyr is privately owned 
 
FLA Applicable Brands / Brand’s Percentage of Total Consolidated Revenue:  
 
Zephyr® / 100%       
 
Total Applicable Facilities Worldwide in FLA 2004:    
 
7 applicable facilities     See details iv 
                   
Applicable Facilities subject to Internal Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 
 
3 applicable facilities        See details i  
 
Total FLA Independent External Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004:  
 
1 applicable facility independently monitored by FLA  
 
       More about Zephyr Graf-X’s IEM visits in 2004 
        
       See individual factory tracking chart  
 
Compliance Staff Worldwide:    
 
2 part-time staff members oversee the compliance program operating from their headquarters. 
   
        Learn more about Zephyr Graf-X’s Compliance Program 
        
Third parties contracted by compliance team? Yes   
 
Notes:  
 Zephyr Graf-X is an FLA Category A University Licensee.  
         Click here to view list of universitiesiv  
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    Access FLA database to learn about where licensed goods are produced.  
          
 
 
2. Zephyr Graf-X’s Labor Compliance Program in 2004  
 
In 2004, Zephyr completed the second year of its three-year initial implementation 
period of the FLA program. Zephyr has adopted the FLA Workplace Code of Conduct as 
the basis for implementing its compliance program. Zephyr’s compliance program is 
directed by the company’s CEO, assisted by the Licensing Director. The CEO works 
directly with factories through daily communications and regular visits.  Zephyr 
contracted with SGS-CSTS Standard Technical Services Co., Ltd., to provide internal 
audit of a factory in China.  
 
 
3. Developments in Zephyr Graf-X’s Labor Compliance Program in 
2004iv 
 
A. Compliance Systems Developed in 2004 
 
In 2004, Zephyr’s labor compliance program focused mainly on internally monitoring 
new and existing factories and on staff training.  Zephyr conducted an internal audit in 
its new factory in China (Qingdao Sung Jin Int’l Co., Ltd.), the largest employer and 
largest producer among Zephyr suppliers.  Zephyr also trained a staff member to 
become the contact point with the FLA and to manage internal monitoring and the 
process of independent external monitoring.  Zephyr took steps to establish a 
confidential reporting channel to allow employees to report noncompliance to Zephyr 
without fear of retaliation. This initiative consisted of installing suggestion boxes in areas 
outside the view of management where employees could register their complaints.  
 
Click here to see the Year Two report on Zephyr Graf-X.  
 
   
B. Selected Elements in Implementing the FLA Requirements 
  
Zephyr conducted three announced internal audits in 2004, two carried by company 
personnel and one by SGS.  The audit conducted by SGS found noncompliance issues in 
a factory in China, namely, lack of a confidential noncompliance reporting channel, 
safety and evacuation violations, payments by workers of recruiting agent fees 
exceeding those fees stated in the recruiting contract, excessive hours of work, incorrect 
calculation of overtime payments, failure on the part of the factory to contribute to the 
workers’ social insurance, and lack of freedom of association..  In reaction to the audit, 
Zephyr planned in 2005 to develop a remediation plan to address all noncompliance 
issues and in particular seek the creation of some form of worker representation entity.  
Zephyr planned to source from two additional Chinese companies in 2005 and intended 
to meet with management of the two factories to discuss all issues covered by the Code 
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of Conduct, in particular the noncompliance issues that are most common in Chinese 
factories, such as freedom of association and lack of worker representation. 
 
Click here to review Zephyr Graf-X’s activities in Year Two. 
 
 
 
4. FLA Independent External Monitoring in Zephyr Graf-X’s Applicable 
Facilities  
 
A. An Introduction to FLA Independent External Monitoring  
 
FLA independent external monitoring (IEM) is one way that the FLA verifies Participating 
Companies’ compliance activities in the factories where they produce.  By conducting 
unannounced independent external monitoring visits in approximately 5% of all 
Participating Company applicable facilities that are deemed to be high risk, the FLA is 
able to observe a company’s progress in developing systems for effective prevention and 
remediation of noncompliance issues each year.  The FLA tracking charts (accessed at 
http://fairlabor.org/all/trasnparency/reports.html) provide detailed information about 
monitoring findings and Zephyr Graph-X’s approach to remediation of noncompliance 
issues. 
 
B. Summary of FLA 2004 Independent External Monitoring in Zephyr’s 
Applicable Facilities 
 
The following table provides information about FLA independent monitoring visits 
undertaken in Zephyr applicable facilities in 2004.  It provides background information 
about the factories, the monitors, and their visits.   
 
Zephyr Graf-X Independent External Monitoring (IEM) Summary – 2004 
Number of IEMs in 2004:                                                     1  
Remediation shared with other FLA Companies:           1               
Remediation undertaken independently:                      0 
Average number of workers per independently monitored facility:      14 
Regions 
 
Independent 
External 
Monitoring 
Visits 
FLA-Accredited Monitors 
Conducting Visits 
East Asia 
-- Korea 1 Global Standards (1) 
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C. Independent External Monitoring Results  
 
Zephyr Graf-X 2004 FLA IEM Percentage Findings by Benchmark and Code Element
Code Awarness
25%
Wages and Benefits
13%
Health and Safety
62%
 
 
The figure above displays the percentage breakdown by Code Provision of the total 
noncompliance issues reported by FLA independent monitors in Zephyr’s facilities, which 
Zephyr addressed through remediation in 2004.  Noncompliance findings with regard to 
Health and Safety were the most frequently reported issues, making up 62% of the 
total noncompliance issues identified.iv  The most commonly reported and remediated 
Health and Safety issues were related to inadequate postings and evacuation 
procedures, safety equipment, personal protective equipment, and chemical safety.   
 
Noncompliance with Code Awareness represented 25% of the noncompliance 
findings; the most common instances of noncompliance in this area addressed through 
remediation were the posting of the code of conduct, worker and management 
awareness of code provisions and a functioning confidential non-compliance reporting 
mechanism.  Noncompliance with the FLA’s Wages and Hours of Work was also 
common, with a total of 13% of all findings related to Wages and Benefits (13%)  
The top Wages and Hours of Work issues taken up by Zephyr through corrective action 
plans were related to overtime limitations, recording of overtime hours, voluntary 
overtime, overtime compensation, and the factory’s provision of legal benefits to 
workers.   
 
Noncompliance with other Code Provisions was reported by FLA monitors with less 
frequency.  As discussed in previous sections, the FLA is working to develop systems for 
more effective monitoring and remediation of the Code Provisions that are particularly 
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complex and difficult to assess, such as Freedom of Association and Collective 
Bargaining, Nondiscrimination, and Harassment and Abuse. 
 
There were no findings of forced or bonded labor in facilities producing for Zephyr.   
Likewise there were no findings of underage workers in these facilities.  Please follow 
the links in the graph above to learn more about the benchmarks for these and other 
FLA Code provisions, and visit the FLA factory tracking charts to learn more about 
Zephyr’s approach to remediation of all of the noncompliance issues mentioned above. 
 
Click here iv to learn how the FLA collects the data that is illustrated in this chart. 
 
 
iv  Zephyr Graf-X’s FLA Applicable Facilities and Monitoring Activities in 2004 
 
In accordance with the FLA Charter, the chart below lists the countries where Zephyr 
Graf-X’s applicable facilities were located during the reporting period, as well as the 
number of internal and FLA independent external monitoring visits that took place during 
that time.   
 
Please note that this chart represents only one of a number of activities undertaken by 
participating companies to ensure factory compliance with the FLA Workplace Code of 
Conduct.  The number of site visits conducted by a participating company does not 
indicate whether one or more of a company’s applicable facilities are in compliance with 
the Code.  While this information can help readers gain a better grasp of the geographic 
scope and focus of participating companies’ compliance efforts, it should be interpreted 
in the context of the more qualitative characteristics of each company’s compliance 
program.  
 
 
Location of 
Factories 
(Country)  
Number of 
Applicable 
Facilities 
Zephyr Internal 
Monitoring  
(Number of Facilities 
Visited)  
FLA Independent 
External Monitoring 
(Number of Facilities 
Visited) 
China 1 1 0 
Russia 1 1 0 
South Korea 2 1 1 
United States 2 0 0 
Vietnam 1 0 0 
TOTAL 7 3 1 
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iv  
Universities, Colleges and Secondary Schools Licensing Zephyr Graf-X  
 
Name of School Location 
University of Alabama Alabama 
American University Washington DC 
Appalachian State University North Carolina 
University of Arizona Arizona 
Arizona State University Arizona 
Ball State University Indiana 
Boise State University Idaho 
Boston College Massachusetts 
Boston University Massachusetts 
Brown University Rhode Island 
University of California at Berkeley California 
University of California at Davis California 
University of California at Irvine California 
University of California at Los Angeles California 
University of California at Riverside California 
University of California at San Diego California 
University of California at Santa Barbara California 
University of California at Santa Cruz California 
California State University at Long Beach California 
California State University at Northridge California 
California State University at Sacramento California 
University of Colorado at Boulder Colorado 
Colorado State University Colorado 
Columbia University New York 
Cornell University New York 
Creighton University Nebraska 
Dartmouth College New Hampshire 
University of Dayton Ohio 
University of Delaware Delaware 
University of Detroit- Mercy Michigan 
Duke University North Carolina 
Ferris State University Michigan 
University of Florida Florida 
Florida State University Florida 
Furman University South Carolina 
University of Georgia Georgia 
Georgia Institute of Technology Georgia 
Harvard University Massachusetts 
University of Illinois at Chicago Illinois 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign Illinois 
Illinois State University Illinois 
Ithaca College New York 
University of Iowa Iowa 
James Madison University Virginia 
Johns Hopkins University Maryland 
University of Kansas Kansas 
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Kansas State University Kansas 
University of Kentucky Kentucky 
Louisiana State University and A&M College Louisiana 
University of Louisville Kentucky 
University of Maine at Orono Maine 
Marquette University Wisconsin 
University of Maryland Maryland 
University of Memphis Tennessee 
University of Miami Florida 
University of Michigan Michigan 
Michigan State University Michigan 
University of Missouri at Columbia Missouri 
University of Nebraska Nebraska 
University of Nevada at Las Vegas Nevada 
University of New Hampshire New Hampshire 
University of New Mexico New Mexico 
New Mexico State University New Mexico 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill North Carolina 
North Carolina State University North Carolina 
Northwestern University Illinois 
University of Notre Dame Indiana 
Ohio State University Ohio 
University of Pennsylvania Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania State University Pennsylvania 
University of Pittsburgh Pennsylvania 
Princeton University New Jersey 
Purdue University Indiana 
Rutgers University New Jersey 
St. Cloud State University Minnesota 
St. John’s University New York 
St. Joseph’s University Pennsylvania 
San Diego State University California 
San Jose State University  California 
Santa Clara University California 
Seton Hall University New Jersey 
Skidmore College New York 
University of South Florida Florida 
University of Southern California California 
Syracuse University New York 
Temple University Pennsylvania 
University of Texas at Austin Texas 
University of Utah Utah 
Utah State University Utah 
Vanderbilt University Tennessee 
Villanova University Virginia 
University of Virginia Virginia 
Virginia Tech Virginia 
University of Washington at Seattle Washington 
Western Washington University Washington 
West Virginia University West Virginia 
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University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee  Wisconsin 
University of Wyoming Wyoming 
Xavier University Ohio 
Yale University Connecticut 
 
 
 
 
 
iv Understanding the data reported in this section  
 
To understand the data reported in this section, take for example the FLA Code provision relating 
to Harassment or Abuse.  The FLA Workplace Code states: “Every employee will be treated with 
respect and dignity.  No employee will be subject to any physical, sexual, psychological or verbal 
harassment or abuse.” The FLA Benchmarks provide monitors with guidance about the meaning 
of each FLA Code provision (click hereiv to see the benchmarks for Harassment or Abuse).  By 
way of example, if in the context of an IEM a monitor were to observe that: (1) workers in a 
factory are not allowed access to toilets; and (2) a manager is verbally abusive to workers, the 
monitor would report to the FLA instances of noncompliance with regard to two benchmarks, that 
is, two instances of noncompliance even though both relate to the same Code provision.  In 
contrast, if a monitor were to observe several instances of noncompliance with a single 
benchmark in a given factory, these will be counted as one noncompliance.  For example, if a 
monitor were to observe restrictions on access to toilets in different sections of the factory, these 
distinct instances of noncompliance would be cited once under Harassment or Abuse.   
 
Thus, the frequency of noncompliance with a particular Code provision can provide some general 
sense of factory conditions, but does not necessarily present the complete story.  Additionally, 
because the investigations are qualitative in nature, the quantitative information provided should 
not be taken as hard statistics but rather as indications of trends in the FLA supply chain.  The 
FLA is continuing to work in developing a database for improved processing and reporting of data 
collected during IEMs.  Please access individual factory tracking charts for a more comprehensive 
and detailed look at factory conditions.     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 2005 Annual Public Report   218
 
V. COMPANIES UP CLOSE 
Part B:  Category B Licensees 
 
 
FLA Category B Licensees commit to implement FLA Standards in the factories where 
they produce licensed goods for FLA College or University Affiliates.  They agree to 
affiliate with the FLA as part of their licensing contracts with colleges and universities.  
 
The reports in this section cover efforts made by Category B Licensees to improve 
conditions in factories producing college- and university-licensed goods.  For a complete 
description of the FLA Licensee Program, please see 
http://www.fairlabor.org/all/licensees/index.html. 
 
The Category B Licensees included in the FLA’s 2005 Report are:   
 
1) American Pad and Paper, LLC 
2) Commemorative Brands, Inc. 
3) Cutter & Buck, Inc.  
4) Drew Pearson Marketing 
5) Global Accessories, Inc. 
6) Herff Jones, Inc. 
7) Jostens, Inc. 
8) MBI, Inc. 
9) Oxford Industries, Inc. 
10) Riddell, Inc. 
11) Russell Athletic 
12) Twins Enterprise, Inc. 
13) VF Corporation 
 
Please note: Not included in this report are two Category B Licensees, Boyd’s 
Collection Ltd. and Harland Co., because they failed to submit their annual report to the 
Fair Labor Association. 
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Category B Licensee obligations (which apply only to factories producing college- and 
university-licensed goods) include: 
 
 Adopting and communicating the Workplace Code to workers and management at 
applicable facilities 
 Training internal compliance staff to monitor and remediate noncompliance issues  
 Conducting internal monitoring of applicable facilities  
 Submitting to unannounced, independent external monitoring visits to factories 
throughout its supply chain 
 Remediating noncompliance issues in a timely manner 
 Acting to prevent persistent forms of noncompliance  
 Collecting and managing compliance information effectively  
 Providing workers with confidential reporting channels to report noncompliance 
issues to the company  
 Consulting with non-governmental organizations, unions, and other local experts in 
its work 
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American Pad and Paper, LLC 
 
1. American Pad and Paper’s Company Profile   
 
 
Company Name:   American Pad and Paper, LLC    
 
Year of FLA Implementation: 2nd year  
 
FLA Initial Implementation Period Ends: Dec 2006  
 
Annual Consolidated Revenue in FY 2004 (millions): Range: 100 – 500* 
 
*The FLA provides revenue ranges for companies that are not traded publicly  
 
Annual Revenue from University-Licensed Goods FY 2004 (millions): $2,205 
 
Company Status: Privately owned 
 
FLA Applicable Brands / Brand’s Percentage of Total Consolidated Revenue: 
      
 Ampad / 100% 
 
FLA-Affiliated University Licensors: 88 
 See list of universitiesi  
 
Total Applicable Facilities Worldwide in FLA 2004: 2 
             See list of FLA applicable facilitiesii 
             
Factories Subject to Internal Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 2 
 See factory locationsiii 
 
Total FLA Independent External Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 1  
  
See factory locationsiv            See individual factory reportsv 
 
 
2. American Pad and Paper’s Compliance Program in FLA Applicable Facilities  
 
The American Pad and Paper (Ampad) Compliance Program utilizes the FLA Workplace Code of 
Conduct.  Ampad’s Human Resource team manages the compliance program for the 
manufacturing sites within the company.  Each manufacturing facility has a Human Resource 
Manager and HR Assistant.  All Human Resource Managers report into the corporate office to the 
Director of Human Resource.  Human Resources has teamed up with several operations and 
sales departments internally in order to set controls in place for quality control, and vendor 
compliance programs. 
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3. American Pad and Paper’s Approach to Compliance in 2004 
 
Information provided in this section is based on reports submitted to the FLA by each Category B 
Licensee in January 2005.  The points below briefly summarize Ampad’s efforts to uphold its FLA 
Obligations in accordance with the FLA Charter.  Click here to access FLA Company Obligations.   
 
 Ampad utilizes internal staff resources to communicate the FLA Code of Conduct and 
explains the code elements during new hire orientation as well as in group meetings. 
 No formal training on compliance is provided; training is provided on human resources 
principles and applicable labor regulations. 
 To provide access to policy and procedure information that is posted on the company 
intranet, a network kiosk computer was installed in the plant for employees who do not 
have computers for use in their daily work. 
 Ampad has an open door policy to encourage employees to come forward with 
complaints and uses a confidential suggestion box for employees to report 
noncompliance. 
 
Click here to see a summary of monitoring conducted in facilities producing university-licensed 
goods for American Pad and Paper. 
                                                 
i  
Universities, Colleges and Secondary Schools Licensing American Pad and Paper 
 
Name of School Location 
Albertus Magnus College Connecticut 
American University Washington DC 
Appalachian State University North Carolina 
University of Arizona Arizona 
Arizona State University Arizona 
Boise State University Idaho 
University of California at Berkeley California 
University of California at Davis California 
University of California at Irvine California 
University of California at San Diego California 
University of California at Santa Barbara California 
California State University at Santa Cruz California 
California Polytechnic State University California 
California State University at Northridge California 
California State University at Sacramento California 
Cardinal Stritch University Wisconsin 
Carleton College  Minnesota 
Carnegie Mellon University Pennsylvania 
Centre College Kentucky 
Colgate University New York 
University of Colorado at Boulder Colorado 
University of Colorado at Denver Colorado 
Colorado State University Colorado 
Columbia University New York 
Connecticut College Connecticut 
Cornell University New York 
Creighton University Nebraska 
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University of Dayton Ohio 
Denison University Ohio 
Duke University North Carolina 
University of Florida Florida 
Florida State University Florida 
University of Georgia Georgia 
Gustavus Adolphus College Minnesota 
Ithaca College New York 
University of Iowa Iowa 
James Madison University Virginia 
University of Kansas Kansas 
University of Kentucky Kentucky 
Lake Forest College Illinois 
University of Louisville Kentucky 
University of Maryland Maryland 
Marywood University Pennsylvania 
University of Miami Florida 
University of Missouri at Columbia Missouri 
Mount Holyoke College Massachusetts 
University of Nebraska Nebraska 
University of New Hampshire New Hampshire 
University of New Mexico New Mexico 
New Mexico State University New Mexico 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill North Carolina 
University of North Carolina at Greensboro North Carolina 
North Carolina State University North Carolina 
University of Notre Dame Indiana 
Ohio State University Ohio 
University of Pittsburgh Pennsylvania 
University of Portland Oregon 
Princeton University New Jersey 
Purdue University Indiana 
Randolph Macon Women’s College Virginia 
Rider University New Jersey 
Rutgers University New Jersey 
St. Cloud State University Minnesota 
St. John’s University New York 
St. Joseph’s University Pennsylvania 
St. Peter’s College New Jersey 
University of St. Thomas Minnesota 
San Diego State University California 
San Jose State University  California 
Seton Hall University New Jersey 
University of Southern California California 
SUNY Cobleskill  New York 
SUNY Cortland New York 
SUNY Potsdam New York 
Syracuse University New York 
Union College New York 
University of Utah Utah 
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Utah State University Utah 
Valdosta State University Georgia 
Vanderbilt University Tennessee 
Villanova University Virginia 
University of Virginia Virginia 
Virginia Tech Virginia 
Washington University Missouri 
West Virginia University West Virginia 
Williams College Massachusetts 
University of Wyoming Wyoming 
Xavier University Ohio 
 
 
 
ii  FLA Applicable Facilities Producing American Pad and Paper Products  
 
Name of factory  Country where located  
AMPAD Holyoke United States 
AMPAD Mattoon United States 
 
 
iii  Locating and Monitoring American Pad and Paper’s FLA Applicable Facilities  
 
A. Country 
B. Number of 
Factories 
C. Internal 
Monitoring: Number 
of Facilities Visited  
D. External 
Monitoring: 
Number of 
Facilities 
Visited 
United States 2 2 1 
TOTAL 2 2 1 
 
   
 
 
 
 
.  
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Commemorative Brands, Inc. 
 
1.  Commemorative Brands, Inc.’s Company Profile   
 
 
Company Name:   Commemorative Brands, Inc.    
 
Year of FLA Implementation: 2nd year  
 
FLA Initial Implementation Period Ends: Dec 2006  
 
Annual Consolidated Revenue in FY 2004 (millions): $314.1 
 
Annual Revenue from University-Licensed Goods FY 2004 (millions): $48.8 
 
Company Status: Privately owned 
 
FLA Applicable Brands / Brand’s Percentage of Total Consolidated Revenue: 
      
ArtCarved / Less than 2%  
Balfour / 98% 
C-B Graduation Announcements / Less than 2% 
 
FLA-Affiliated University Licensors: 102 
 See list of universitiesv  
 
Total Applicable Facilities Worldwide in FLA 2004: 4 
             See list of FLA applicable facilitiesv 
             
Factories Subject to Internal Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 4  
See factory locationsv 
 
Total FLA Independent External Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 1  
See factory locationsv            See individual factory reportsv 
  
 
 
2. Commemorative Brands, Inc.’s Compliance Program in FLA Applicable Facilities  
 
The Commemorative Brands, Inc. (CBI) Compliance Program is based on the CBI Standards for 
Production Conduct, which meets all FLA requirements.  The compliance team is made up of the 
Vice President of Legal Affairs and the managers for Human Resources, Safety, and Finance.  
Each of the team members reports to a Vice President in his/her division.  All compliance team 
members are based at corporate headquarters in Austin, TX. 
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3. Commemorative Brands, Inc.’s Approach to Compliance in 2004 
 
Information provided in this section is based on reports submitted to the FLA by each Category B 
Licensee in January 2005.  The points below briefly summarize CBI’s efforts to uphold its FLA 
Obligations in accordance with the FLA Charter.  Click here to access FLA Company Obligations.   
 
 The workplace standards of Commemorative Brands, Inc (CBI) are communicated 
verbally to workers in factories.  They are also posted in applicable facilities in English, 
Spanish, and Vietnamese, and included in all new hire packets. 
 The CBI Standards for Production Conduct is introduced to new employees during 
orientation and reiterated to current employees through ongoing training. 
 New employee safety orientation covers the safety handbook which includes the site 
specific Hazard Communication Standard.  A safety training matrix was developed and 
implemented to ensure specific safety training relating to the job functions performed at 
a frequency determined by OSHA standards or company insurance carrier. 
 An anonymous third party hotline was made available to all employees to register 
complaints relating to any subject, including human resources issues, legal issues, 
working conditions, and financial reporting issues. 
 CBI maintains working relationships with the following organizations:  United 
Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of America (AFL-CIO), Society of Human Resources 
Management, Texas Workers Compensation Commission, and safety and loss prevention 
experts with company insurance carrier, Liberty Mutual. 
 
Click here to see a summary of monitoring conducted in facilities producing university-licensed 
goods for CBI. 
 
 
v  
Universities, Colleges and Secondary Schools Licensing Commemorative Brands, Inc. 
 
Name of School Location 
University of Alabama Alabama 
American University Washington DC 
Appalachian State University North Carolina 
University of Arizona Arizona 
Arizona State University Arizona 
Ball State University Indiana 
Boise State University Idaho 
Boston University Massachusetts 
Brown University Rhode Island 
University of California at Berkeley California 
University of California at Davis California 
University of California at Irvine California 
University of California at Los Angeles California 
University of California at San Diego California 
University of California at Santa Barbara California 
California State University at Long Beach California 
California State University at Northridge California 
California State University at Sacramento California 
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Carnegie Mellon University Pennsylvania 
Colgate University New York 
University of Colorado at Boulder Colorado 
Colorado State University Colorado 
Columbia University New York 
Cornell University New York 
Creighton University Nebraska 
Dartmouth College New Hampshire 
University of Dayton Ohio 
University of Delaware Delaware 
University of Detroit-Mercy Michigan 
Duke University North Carolina 
Ferris State University Michigan 
University of Florida Florida 
Florida State University Florida 
Furman University South Carolina 
George Mason University Virginia 
Georgia Institute of Technology Georgia 
Harvard University Massachusetts 
Illinois State University Illinois 
University of Iowa Iowa 
James Madison University Virginia 
Johns Hopkins University Maryland 
University of Kansas Kansas 
Kansas State University Kansas 
University of Kentucky Kentucky 
Louisiana State University and A&M College Louisiana 
University of Louisville Kentucky 
University of Maine at Farmington Maine 
University of Maine at Orono Maine 
Manchester College Indiana 
Marquette University Wisconsin 
University of Maryland Maryland 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology Massachusetts 
University of Memphis Tennessee 
University of Miami Florida 
University of Michigan Michigan 
Michigan State University Michigan 
Michigan Technological University Michigan 
University of Missouri at Columbia Missouri 
University of Missouri at St. Louis Missouri 
Mount Holyoke College Massachusetts 
University of Nebraska Nebraska 
University of Nevada-Las Vegas Nevada 
University of New Hampshire New Hampshire 
University of New Mexico New Mexico 
New Mexico State University New Mexico 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill North Carolina 
University of North Carolina at Greensboro North Carolina 
North Carolina State University North Carolina 
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Northwestern University Illinois 
University of Notre Dame Indiana 
Ohio State University Ohio 
University of Pennsylvania Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania State University Pennsylvania 
University of Pittsburgh Pennsylvania 
Princeton University New Jersey 
Purdue University Indiana 
Rutgers University New Jersey 
St. John’s University New York 
St. Joseph’s University Pennsylvania 
St. Peter’s College New Jersey 
San Jose State University California 
Santa Clara University California 
Seton Hall University New Jersey 
University of South Florida Florida 
Syracuse University New York 
Temple University Pennsylvania 
University of Texas at Austin Texas 
University of Texas Medical Branch at Galveston Texas 
Tufts University Massachusetts 
University of Utah Utah 
Utah State University Utah 
Valdosta State University Georgia 
Vanderbilt University Tennessee 
Villanova University Virginia 
Virginia Tech Virginia 
University of Washington Washington 
Washington University Missouri 
Western Washington University Washington 
University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee Wisconsin 
Wright State University Ohio 
University of Wyoming Wyoming 
Xavier University Ohio 
Yale University Connecticut 
 
 
 
v  FLA Applicable Facilities Where Commemorative Brands, Inc. Produces  
 
Name of factory  Country where located  
Commemorative Brands, Inc. – Austin USA 
Commemorative Brands, Inc. – El Paso USA 
Commemorative Brands, Inc. – Louisville  USA 
Commemorative Brands, Inc. – Manhattan, Kansas USA 
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v  Locating and Monitoring Commemorative Brands, Inc. FLA Applicable Facilities  
   
A. Country 
B. Number of 
Factories 
C. Internal 
Monitoring: Number 
of Facilities Visited  
D. External 
Monitoring: 
Number of 
Facilities 
Visited 
United States 4 4 1 
TOTAL 4 4 1 
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Cutter & Buck, Inc. 
 
1. Cutter & Buck’s Company Profile   
 
 
Company Name: Cutter & Buck, Inc.    
 
Year of FLA Implementation: 2nd year  
 
FLA Initial Implementation Period Ends: Dec 2006  
 
Annual Consolidated Revenue in FY 2004 (millions): $128 
 
Annual Revenue from University-Licensed Goods FY 2004 (millions): $6.5 
 
Company Status: Public [NASDAQ: CBUK] 
 
FLA Applicable Brands / Brand’s Percentage of Total Consolidated Revenue: 
      
 Cutter & Buck / 100% 
 
FLA-Affiliated University Licensors: 77        
See list of universitiesv  
 
Total Applicable Facilities Worldwide in FLA 2004: 17      
See list of FLA applicable facilitiesv  
 
Factories Subject to Internal Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 5  
See factory locationsv 
 
Total FLA Independent External Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 1  
See factory locationsv            See individual factory reportsv 
 
 
2. Cutter & Buck’s Compliance Program in FLA Applicable Facilities  
 
Cutter & Buck adopted the SA8000 Code as the company code of conduct in 1999.   
Subsequently, the FLA Workplace Code of Conduct has also been adopted by Cutter & Buck’s 
Vendor Social Compliance Program.  The Program operates within the Production Department.  
Currently, a Buyer manages the program part time.  The Buyer reports to the Vice President of 
Production.  The Buyer schedules all audits and oversees the company’s corrective action plans.  
All internal audit visits are announced and are conducted by Verité.    
 
3. Cutter & Buck’s Approach to Compliance in 2004 
 
Information provided in this section is based on reports submitted to the FLA by each Category B 
Licensee in January 2005.  The points below briefly summarize Cutter & Buck’s efforts to uphold 
its FLA Obligations in accordance with the FLA Charter.  Click here to access FLA Company 
Obligations.   
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 Cutter & Buck requires posting of its Code of Conduct in all its applicable facilities.  
 Internal monitors use a single audit instrument consistent with FLA and SA8000 Code 
requirements.   
 Prior to engaging in any business with a new factory, the factory management must read 
and sign the “Social Responsibility and Partnership Guidelines.”  In most cases, either the 
VP of Production or one of the field Quality Control auditors visits the new factory before 
production orders are placed and assesses the factory’s production capabilities as well as 
the social compliance status. 
 Due to limited resources and ongoing implementation of company compliance software, 
Cutter and Buck has not established a systematic approach to track compliance and 
remediation. 
 
Click here to see a summary of monitoring conducted in facilities producing university-licensed 
goods for Cutter & Buck. 
   
 
v  
Universities, Colleges and Secondary Schools Licensing Cutter & Buck 
 
Name of School Location 
University of Alabama Alabama 
American University Washington, D.C. 
Appalachian State University North Carolina 
Arizona State University Arizona 
University of Arizona Arizona 
Ball State University Indiana 
Boston College Massachusetts 
Boston University Massachusetts 
Brown University Rhode Island 
Bucknell University Pennsylvania 
University of California at Berkeley California 
University of California at San Diego California 
University of California at San Francisco California 
California State University at Sacramento California 
Colby College Maine 
Colgate University New York 
Colorado College Colorado 
Colorado State University Colorado 
Columbia University New York 
University of Colorado at Boulder Colorado 
Cornell University New York 
Duke University North Carolina 
Florida State University Florida 
University of Florida Florida 
Furman University South Carolina 
University of Georgia Georgia 
Gettysburg College Pennsylvania 
Harvard University Massachusetts 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign Illinois 
University of Iowa Iowa 
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Johns Hopkins University Maryland 
James Madison University Virginia 
Kansas State University Kansas 
University of Kansas Kansas 
University of Kentucky Kentucky 
Louisiana State University and A&M College Louisiana 
University of Louisville Kentucky 
University of Maine at Farmington Maine 
Valdosta State University  Georgia 
Vanderbilt University Tennessee 
University of Virginia Virginia 
Virginia Tech Virginia 
University of Washington Washington 
West Virginia University West Virginia 
University of Wyoming Wyoming 
Xavier University Ohio 
Yale University Connecticut 
 
 
 
v  FLA Applicable Facilities Producing Cutter & Buck Products  
 
Name of factory  Country where located  
Timely Manufacturing Co. Ltd. China 
King’s Store Fashion Accessory Co. China 
Kwun Wah Garment Factory Ltd. Hong Kong 
GTN Textiles Ltd. India 
Maral Overseas India 
Prachi Exports India 
Shahi Export House India 
Merit Garment Factory Ltd. Macau 
Textile Del Valle AS Peru 
JTS Industries, Inc. Philippines 
Castle Peak Holding Public Co. Ltd. Thailand 
Siam Knitwear & Garment Co. Thailand 
Thai Garment Thailand 
Thai Jichodo Co. Ltd. Thailand 
Thanulux Public Co. Ltd. Thailand 
TM Garment Co. Ltd. Thailand 
Belteks Turkey 
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v  Locating and Monitoring Cutter & Buck’s FLA Applicable Facilities  
   
A. Country 
B. Number of 
Factories 
C. Internal 
Monitoring: Number 
of Facilities Visited  
D. External 
Monitoring: 
Number of 
Facilities 
Visited 
China 2 1 0 
Hong Kong 1 0 0 
India 4 0 0 
Macau 1 0 0 
Peru 1 0 0 
Philippines 1 1 0 
Thailand 6 2 1 
Turkey 1 1 0 
TOTAL 17 5 1 
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Drew Pearson Marketing 
 
1. Drew Pearson Marketing Company Profile   
 
 
Company Name:  Drew Pearson Marketing    
 
Year of FLA Implementation: 2nd year  
 
FLA Initial Implementation Period Ends: Dec 2006  
 
Annual Consolidated Revenue in FY 2004 (millions): $35 
 
 
Annual Revenue from University-Licensed Goods FY 2004 (millions): Approx. $5 
 
Company Status: Drew Pearson Marketing is a subsidiary of Mainland 
Headwear 
 
FLA Applicable Brands / Brand’s Percentage of Total Consolidated Revenue: 
      
 Drew Pearson / 90% 
 ESPN GameDay / 10% 
 
 
FLA-Affiliated University Licensors: 63  
See list of universitiesv  
 
Total Applicable Facilities Worldwide in FLA 2004: 3 
             See list of FLA applicable facilitiesv 
             
Factories Subject to Internal Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 2  
See factory locationsv 
 
Total FLA Independent External Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 1 
See factory locationsv            See individual factory reportsv 
 
 
 
2. Drew Pearson Marketing’s Compliance Program in FLA Applicable Facilities  
 
The Company’s compliance program is called the Drew Pearson Marketing (DPM) Parallel Auditing 
Guarantee and the company’s code is the Drew Pearson Marketing Workplace Code of Conduct, 
which is the same as the FLA Workplace Code of Conduct.  In 2004, the Company Executive, 
reporting directly to the CEO, was assigned to lead the factory compliance efforts.  The company 
did not contract with any third parties for internal monitoring in 2004.  The Product Development 
and Sales Team members conduct cursory internal audits during factory visits and complete the 
Internal Audit Form while on factory visits for other business reasons.  In addition, DPM partners 
do regular monitoring and provide DPM with reports from those monitoring visits.  
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3. Drew Pearson Marketing’s Approach to Compliance in 2004 
 
Information provided in this section is based on reports submitted to the FLA by each Category B 
Licensee in January 2005.  The points below briefly summarize Drew Pearson Marketing’s efforts 
to uphold its FLA Obligations in accordance with the FLA Charter.  Click here to access FLA 
Company Obligations.   
 
 Suppliers were sent a letter informing them about the Drew Pearson Marketing 
Workplace Code of Conduct. 
 Internal monitors (product development employees) were trained on the Internal Audit 
form.  Four employees visited factories in 2004 and tested this form. 
 Drew Pearson Marketing has designated an internal staff member to collect audit 
information and remediation plans in an attempt to formalize the management of 
compliance information. 
 At this time, DPM has not been active in consulting with any civil society organizations. 
 
Click here to see a summary of monitoring conducted in facilities producing university-licensed 
goods for Drew Pearson Marketing. 
 
 
v  
Universities, Colleges and Secondary Schools Licensing Drew Pearson Marketing 
 
Name of School Location 
University of Alabama Alabama 
Appalachian State University North Carolina 
Arizona State University Arizona 
Ball State University Indiana 
Boston College Massachusetts 
Boston University Massachusetts 
University of California at Berkeley California 
University of California at Los Angeles California 
University of Colorado at Boulder Colorado 
Colorado State University Colorado 
Cornell University New York 
University of Delaware Delaware 
Duke University North Carolina 
Ferris State University Michigan 
Florida State University Florida 
Fordham University New York 
University of Georgia Georgia 
Georgia Institute of Technology Georgia 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign Illinois 
Illinois State University Illinois 
University of Kansas Kansas 
Kansas State University Kansas 
Louisiana State University and A&M College Louisiana 
University of Louisville Kentucky 
Marquette University Wisconsin 
 2005 Annual Public Report   235
                                                                                                                                                 
University of Maryland Maryland 
University of Memphis Tennessee 
University of Miami Florida 
University of Michigan Michigan 
Michigan State University Michigan 
University of Missouri at Columbia Missouri 
University of Nebraska Nebraska 
University of Nevada at Las Vegas Nevada 
University of New Hampshire New Hampshire 
University of New Mexico New Mexico 
New Mexico State University New Mexico 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill North Carolina 
North Carolina State University North Carolina 
Northwestern University Illinois 
University of Notre Dame Indiana 
Ohio State University Ohio 
Pennsylvania State University Pennsylvania 
University of Pittsburgh Pennsylvania 
Princeton University New Jersey 
Purdue University Indiana 
Rutgers University New Jersey 
St. Joseph’s University Pennsylvania 
San Diego State University California 
Seton Hall University New Jersey 
University of South Florida Florida 
University of Southern California California 
Syracuse University New York 
Temple University Pennsylvania 
University of Texas at Austin Texas 
University of Utah Utah 
Vanderbilt University Tennessee 
Villanova University Virginia 
University of Virginia Virginia 
Virginia Tech Virginia 
University of Washington at Seattle Washington 
West Virginia University West Virginia 
University of Wyoming Wyoming 
Xavier University Ohio 
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v  FLA Applicable Facilities Where Drew Pearson Marketing Produces  
 
Name of factory  Country where located  
Mainland Sewing Headwear Mfg. China 
Asian Sourcing (Shanghai Pacific) China 
Pak Fu Industrial Co., Ltd. Hong Kong 
 
 
v  Locating and Monitoring Drew Pearson Marketing FLA Applicable Facilities  
   
A. Country 
B. Number of 
Factories 
C. Internal 
Monitoring: Number 
of Facilities Visited  
D. External 
Monitoring: 
Number of 
Facilities 
Visited 
China 2 2 1 
Hong Kong 1 0 0 
TOTAL 3 2 1 
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Global Accessories, Inc. 
 
1. Global Accessories, Inc.’s Company Profile   
 
 
Company Name:  Global Accessories, Inc.    
 
Year of FLA Implementation: 2nd year  
 
FLA Initial Implementation Period Ends: Dec 2006  
 
Annual Consolidated Revenue in FY 2004 (millions): Range: $10-50* 
 
*The FLA provides revenue ranges for companies that are not traded publicly  
 
Annual Revenue from University-Licensed Goods FY 2004 (thousands): $165 
 
Company Status: Privately owned 
 
FLA Applicable Brands / Brand’s Percentage of Total Consolidated Revenue: 
      
 Dashmat / Less than 0.5% 
 Lebra / Less than 0.5% 
 
FLA-Affiliated University Licensors: 40 
 See list of universitiesv  
 
Total Applicable Facilities Worldwide in FLA 2004: 2 
             See list of FLA applicable facilitiesv 
             
Factories Subject to Internal Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 0 
 See factory locationsv 
 
Total FLA Independent External Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 1  
See factory locationsv            See individual factory reportsv 
 
 
 
 
2. Global Accessories, Inc.’s Compliance Program in FLA Applicable Facilities  
 
Global Accessories’ compliance program, the Global Fair Labor Program, meets the minimum 
standards of the FLA Workplace Code of Conduct.  The Procurement and Human Resources staff, 
reporting to the Vice President of Finance and Administration, coordinates the Global Fair Labor 
Program. The Vice President of Finance and Administration reports to the Chairman, who is the 
owner of the company. 
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3. Global Accessories, Inc.’s Approach to Compliance in 2004 
 
Information provided in this section is based on reports submitted to the FLA by each Category B 
Licensee in January 2005.  The points below briefly summarize Global Accessories’ efforts to 
uphold its FLA Obligations in accordance with the FLA Charter.  Click here to access FLA 
Company Obligations.   
 
 Global Accessories has provided training and resource documents, including the FLA 
Workplace Code of Conduct, to its trading partners in an effort to assist the overseas 
facility in meeting FLA standards. 
 The Director of Procurement was trained in all FLA standards. 
 Global Accessories corrected all instances of noncompliance reported in external audit 
after the second follow-up (within three months of Remediation Plan being submitted). 
 Global Accessories views the remediation plan as a living document and updates it as 
corrections to deficiencies are made. 
 
Click here to see a summary of monitoring conducted in facilities producing university-licensed 
goods for Global Accessories. 
 
 
v  
Universities, Colleges and Secondary Schools Licensing Global Accessories, Inc. 
 
Name of School Location 
University of Alabama Alabama 
University of Arizona Arizona 
Arizona State University Arizona 
University of Colorado Colorado 
Colorado State University Colorado 
Duke University North Carolina 
University of Florida Florida 
Florida State University Florida 
University of Georgia Georgia 
Georgia Institute of Technology Georgia 
University of Illinois at Urbana – Champaign Illinois 
University of Kansas Kansas 
Kansas State University Kansas 
University of Kentucky Kentucky 
Louisiana State University and A&M College Louisiana 
University of Maine at Farmington Maine 
University of Maryland Maryland 
University of Miami Florida 
University of Michigan Michigan 
Michigan State University Michigan 
University of Missouri at Columbia Missouri 
University of Nebraska Nebraska 
University of New Mexico New Mexico 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill North Carolina 
North Carolina State University North Carolina 
University of Notre Dame Indiana 
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Ohio State University Ohio 
Pennsylvania State University Pennsylvania 
University of Pittsburgh Pennsylvania 
Purdue University Indiana 
San Diego State University California 
University of Southern California California 
Syracuse University New York 
University of Utah Utah 
Utah State University Utah 
University of Virginia Virginia 
Virginia Tech Virginia 
University of Washington Washington 
University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee Wisconsin 
University of Wyoming Wyoming 
 
 
 
v  FLA Applicable Facilities Producing Global Accessories, Inc. Products  
 
Name of factory  Country where located  
Ease Clever Plastic Manufacturer China 
Dashmat USA 
 
 
v  Locating and Monitoring Global Accessories, Inc.’s FLA Applicable Facilities  
 
A. Country 
B. Number of 
Factories 
C. Internal 
Monitoring: Number 
of Facilities Visited  
D. External 
Monitoring: 
Number of 
Facilities 
Visited 
United States 1 0 0 
China 1 0 1 
TOTAL 2 0 1 
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Herff Jones, Inc. 
 
1. Herff Jones, Inc’s Company Profile   
 
 
Company Name:  Herff Jones, Inc.    
 
Year of FLA Implementation: 2nd year  
 
FLA Initial Implementation Period Ends: Dec 2006  
 
Annual Consolidated Revenue in FY 2004 (millions): Range: $100-500* 
 
*The FLA provides revenue ranges for companies that are not traded publicly  
 
Annual Revenue from University-Licensed Goods FY 2004 (millions): $43 
 
Company Status: Privately held/employee owned 
 
FLA Applicable Brands / Brand’s Percentage of Total Consolidated Revenue: 
      
Herff Jones / 90%   
Collegiate Apparel / 10% 
 
FLA-Affiliated University Licensors: 77  
See list of universitiesv  
 
Total Applicable Facilities Worldwide in FLA 2004: 5 
             See list of FLA applicable facilitiesv 
             
Factories Subject to Internal Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 5 
 See factory locationsv 
 
Total FLA Independent External Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 1  
See factory locationsv            See individual factory reportsv 
 
 
2. Herff Jones, Inc.’s Compliance Program in FLA Applicable Facilities  
 
The Herff Jones Compliance Program uses the FLA Workplace Code of Conduct.  The program is 
run by the FLA Compliance Coordinator, as well as an internal compliance team which consists of 
each manufacturing facility’s plant manager, human resource manager, and administrative staff. 
The FLA Compliance Coordinator reports to the Vice President-General Manager (VP/GM) of the 
College Division.  The VP/GM reports directly to the CEO of Herff Jones.   The FLA Compliance 
Coordinator’s office is located at the company’s headquarters.   
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3. Herff Jones, Inc.’s Approach to Compliance in 2004 
 
Information provided in this section is based on reports submitted to the FLA by each Category B 
Licensee in January 2005.  The points below briefly summarize Herff Jones’ efforts to uphold its 
FLA Obligations in accordance with the FLA Charter.  Click here to access FLA Company 
Obligations.   
 
 This year’s focus has continued to be the improvement of its employee safety and 
security system. 
 The Herff Jones Code of Conduct was posted in all applicable languages in employee 
accessible areas. 
 The employee handbook was rewritten in its entirety and placed on the Herff Jones 
online HUB network to communicate updated information on benefits, company policy 
changes and procedures. 
 New employees participate in a new-hire orientation program and receive the Employee 
Handbook containing safety requirements and regulations, work rules, employee 
benefits, etc. 
 Municipal Fire Department makes unannounced visits to manufacturing sites to inspect 
for any violations to fire code ordinances.  Evacuation drills are conducted yearly. 
 
Click here to see a summary of monitoring conducted in facilities producing university-licensed 
goods for Herff Jones. 
 
 
v  
Universities, Colleges and Secondary Schools Licensing Herff Jones, Inc. 
 
Name of School Location 
American University Washington, DC 
University of Arizona Arizona 
Arizona State University Arizona 
Ball State University Indiana 
Boston College Massachusetts 
Boston University Massachusetts 
Brown University Rhode Island 
University of California at Berkeley California 
University of California at Davis California 
University of California at Irvine California 
University of California at Riverside California 
University of California at Santa Barbara California 
California State University at Long Beach California 
California State University at North Ridge California 
California State University at Sacramento California 
University of Colorado at Boulder Colorado 
Columbia University New York 
University of Dayton Ohio 
University of Delaware Delaware 
University of Detroit – Mercy Michigan 
Ferris State University Michigan 
University of Florida Florida 
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Florida State University Florida 
Fordham University New York 
Franklin & Marshall College Pennsylvania 
Furman University South Carolina 
George Mason University Virginia 
University of Georgia Georgia 
Harvard University Massachusetts 
University of Illinois at Chicago Illinois 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign Illinois 
Illinois State University Illinois 
University of Iowa Iowa 
James Madison University  Virginia 
Lincoln University Pennsylvania 
University of Louisville Kentucky 
Manchester College Indiana 
University of Maryland Maryland 
Marymount University Virginia 
Marywood University Pennsylvania 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology Massachusetts 
University of Miami Florida 
University of Michigan Michigan 
Michigan State University Michigan 
Millersville University Pennsylvania 
University of Missouri at Columbia Missouri 
University of Nevada at Las Vegas Nevada 
New School University New York 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill North Carolina 
University of North Carolina at Greensboro North Carolina 
Northwestern University Illinois 
University of Notre Dame Indiana 
Ohio State University Ohio 
University of Pennsylvania Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania State University Pennsylvania 
Princeton University New Jersey 
Purdue University Indiana 
Randolph Macon Women’s College Virginia 
Rutgers University New Jersey 
St. John’s University New York 
St. Joseph’s University Pennsylvania 
St. Peter’s College New Jersey 
Santa Clara University California 
Seton Hall University New Jersey 
University of South Florida Florida 
University of Southern California California 
Syracuse University New York 
University of Texas, Medical Branch at Galveston Texas 
Tufts University Massachusetts 
Union College Kentucky 
Union College New York 
Vanderbilt University Tennessee 
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University of Virginia Virginia 
Virginia Tech Virginia 
Wellesley College Massachusetts 
West Virginia University West Virginia 
Wright State University Ohio 
 
 
 
v  FLA Applicable Facilities Producing Herff Jones Inc. Products  
 
Name of factory  Country where located  
Cap and Gown - Arcola  USA 
Cap and Gown - Champaign USA 
Diplomas USA 
Fine Papers USA 
Jewelry USA 
 
 
v  Locating and Monitoring Herff Jones, Inc.’s FLA Applicable Facilities  
 
A. Country 
B. Number of 
Factories 
C. Internal 
Monitoring: Number 
of Facilities Visited  
D. External 
Monitoring: 
Number of 
Facilities 
Visited 
United States 5 5 1 
TOTAL 5 5 1 
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Jostens, Inc. 
 
1. Jostens’ Company Profile   
 
 
Company Name:   Jostens, Inc.   
 
Year of FLA Implementation: 2nd year  
 
FLA Initial Implementation Period Ends: Dec. 2006  
 
Annual Consolidated Revenue in FY 2004 (millions): $807.3 
 
Annual Revenue from University-Licensed Goods FY 2004 (millions): $30  
 
Company Status: Wholly owned subsidiary of Visant Corporation 
 
FLA Applicable Brands / Brand’s Percentage of Total Consolidated Revenue: 
      
 Jostens/ 100% 
 
FLA-Affiliated University Licensors: 176  
See list of universitiesv  
 
Total Applicable Facilities Worldwide in FLA 2004: 9 
             See list of FLA applicable facilitiesv 
             
Factories Subject to Internal Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 2    
See factory locationsv 
 
Total FLA Independent External Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 1  
See factory locationsv             See factory resultsv 
 
 
 
2. Jostens’ Compliance Program in FLA Applicable Facilities  
 
The Jostens FLA Compliance Program (FLACP) uses the Jostens Code of Conduct (JCOC), which 
meets all FLA Workplace Code of Conduct requirements.  In addition, the Jostens Code has 
provisions relating to women’s rights, ethical principles, and environmental safety. A 
management staffed by 13 employees from the licensing/college, human resources, 
communications, operations, and legal departments, coordinates the FLACP. This team, which is 
managed centrally from Jostens headquarters in Minnesota, reports to the chief executive officer 
and to senior management, and works cross-functionally with facility managers and human 
resources professionals in each facility.   
 
In 2004, the Program continued its focus on raising code awareness in its applicable facilities. A 
& L Group Inc. was contracted to perform the company’s internal monitoring.  
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3. Jostens’ Approach to Compliance in 2004 
 
Information provided in this section is based on reports submitted to the FLA by each Category B 
Licensee in January 2005.  The points below briefly summarize Jostens’ efforts to uphold its FLA 
Obligations in accordance with the FLA Charter.  Click here to access FLA Company Obligations.   
 
 The Jostens Workplace Code of Conduct requires that all external suppliers abide by the 
JCOC.   
 The Jostens Code of Conduct is posted in English, Spanish, and is available in Mandarin 
Chinese at all of Jostens’ facilities, which are all in the US. 
 In order for employees to report noncompliance in a confidential manner, Jostens uses a 
hotline called MY INPUT.  The hotline is managed by an outside vendor. Calls fall into 
four main categories: policies and procedures, personnel benefits, supervisory questions, 
and suggestions.  Senior Management reviews each call and develops a response. 
 Jostens has a union presence in one of its facilities in Owatonna, MN.  About 10% of the 
Jostens’ Owatonna workforce are union members.  Local officials of the IAM union meet 
with Owatonna plant management monthly to review plans, concerns, and changes.   
 
Click here to see a summary of monitoring conducted in facilities producing university-licensed 
goods for Jostens. 
 
 
v  
Universities, Colleges and Secondary Schools Licensing Jostens 
 
Name of School Location 
University of Alabama Alabama 
Albany Law School New York 
University of Alberta Canada 
Albertus Magnus College Connecticut 
American University Washington DC 
Appalachian State University North Carolina 
University of Arizona Arizona 
Arizona State University Arizona 
Ball State University Indiana 
Boise State University Idaho 
Boston College Massachusetts 
Boston University Massachusetts 
Bowdoin College Maine 
Brookdale Community College New Jersey 
Brown University Rhode Island 
Bucknell University Pennsylvania 
University of California at Berkeley California 
University of California at Davis California 
University of California at Irvine California 
University of California at Los Angeles California 
University of California at Merced California 
University of California at Riverside California 
University of California at San Diego California 
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University of California at San Francisco California 
University of California at Santa Barbara California 
University of California at Santa Cruz California 
California Institute of Technology California 
California Polytechnic State University California 
California State University at Long Beach California 
California State University at Northridge California 
California State University at Sacramento California 
Cardinal Stritch University Wisconsin 
Carleton College  Minnesota 
Carnegie Mellon University Pennsylvania 
Centre College Kentucky 
Colby College Maine 
Colgate University New York 
University of Colorado at Boulder Colorado 
University of Colorado at Denver Colorado 
Colorado State University Colorado 
Columbia University New York 
Connecticut College Connecticut 
Cornell University New York 
Creighton University Nebraska 
Culver Academies Indiana 
Dartmouth College New Hampshire 
University of Dayton Ohio 
University of Delaware Delaware 
Denison University Ohio 
University of Detroit- Mercy Michigan 
Duke University North Carolina 
Ferris State University Michigan 
University of Florida Florida 
Florida State University Florida 
Fordham University New York 
Franklin & Marshall College Pennsylvania 
Furman University South Carolina 
George Mason University Virginia 
University of Georgia Georgia 
Georgia Institute of Technology Georgia 
Gettysburg College Pennsylvania 
Grinnell College Iowa 
Gustavus Adolphus College Minnesota 
Hamilton College New York 
Harvard University Massachusetts 
University of Illinois at Chicago Illinois 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign Illinois 
Illinois State University Illinois 
Ithaca College New York 
University of Iowa Iowa 
James Madison University Virginia 
Johns Hopkins University Maryland 
University of Kansas Kansas 
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Kansas State University Kansas 
Keene State University New Hampshire 
University of Kentucky Kentucky 
Lake Forest College Illinois 
Lebanon Valley College Pennsylvania 
Lewis & Clark College Oregon 
Lincoln University Pennsylvania 
Louisiana State University and A&M College Louisiana 
University of Louisville Kentucky 
University of Maine at Farmington Maine 
University of Maine at Orono Maine 
Manchester College Indiana 
Marquette University Wisconsin 
University of Maryland Maryland 
Marymount University Virginia 
Marywood University Pennsylvania 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology Massachusetts 
University of Memphis Tennessee 
University of Miami Florida 
University of Michigan Michigan 
Michigan State University Michigan 
Michigan Technological University Michigan 
Millersville University Pennsylvania 
University of Missouri at Columbia Missouri 
University of Missouri at St. Louis Missouri 
Mount Holyoke College Massachusetts 
University of Nebraska Nebraska 
Neumann College Pennsylvania 
University of Nevada at Las Vegas Nevada 
University of New Hampshire New Hampshire 
University of New Mexico New Mexico 
New Mexico State University New Mexico 
New School University New York 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill North Carolina 
University of North Carolina at Greensboro North Carolina 
North Carolina State University North Carolina 
Northeastern Illinois University Illinois 
Northwestern University Illinois 
University of Notre Dame Indiana 
Ohio State University Ohio 
University of Pennsylvania Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania State University Pennsylvania 
Phillips Academy Massachusetts 
University of Pittsburgh Pennsylvania 
University of Portland Oregon 
Princeton University New Jersey 
University of Puerto Rico at Humacao  Puerto Rico 
Purdue University Indiana 
Randolph Macon Women’s College Virginia 
Rhode Island School of Design Rhode Island 
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Rider University New Jersey 
Rutgers University New Jersey 
St. Cloud State University Minnesota 
St. John’s University New York 
St. Joseph’s University Pennsylvania 
St. Michael’s College Vermont 
St. Olaf College Minnesota 
St. Peter’s College New Jersey 
University of St. Thomas Minnesota 
San Diego State University California 
San Jose State University  California 
Santa Clara University California 
School for International Training Vermont 
Seton Hall University New Jersey 
Simpson College California 
Skidmore College New York 
Smith College Massachusetts 
University of South Florida Florida 
University of Southern California California 
SUNY Cobleskill  New York 
SUNY Cortland New York 
SUNY Potsdam New York 
Syracuse University New York 
Temple University Pennsylvania 
University of Texas at Austin Texas 
University of Texas, Medical Branch at Galveston Texas 
Trinity College Connecticut 
Tufts University Massachusetts 
Union College Kentucky 
Union College New York 
University of Utah Utah 
Utah State University Utah 
Valdosta State University Georgia 
Vanderbilt University Tennessee 
Vassar College New York 
Villanova University Virginia 
University of Virginia Virginia 
Virginia Tech Virginia 
Walsh University Ohio 
University of Washington at Seattle Washington 
Washington University Missouri 
Wellesley College Massachusetts 
Western Washington University Washington 
West Virginia University West Virginia 
Wheaton College Massachusetts 
Whitman College Washington 
Williams College Massachusetts 
University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee  Wisconsin 
University of Wisconsin at Oshkosh Wisconsin 
Wright State University Wisconsin 
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University of Wyoming Wyoming 
Xavier University Ohio 
Yale University Connecticut 
 
 
 
v  FLA Applicable Facilities Producing Jostens Products  
 
Name of factory  Country where located  
Jostens, Inc. – Burnsville USA 
Jostens, Inc.  – Denton USA 
Jostens, Inc. – Laurens USA 
Jostens, Inc. – Owatonna USA 
Jostens, Inc. – Red Wing (Closed Oct. 1, 2004) USA 
Jostens, Inc. – Shelbyville USA 
Ad Graphics DBA; Concepts Plus USA 
Midwest Trophy Mfg. Co., Inc. USA 
Spectrum Screen Printing USA 
 
 
v  Locating and Monitoring Jostens’ FLA Applicable Facilities  
 
A. Country 
B. Number of 
Factories 
C. Internal 
Monitoring: Number 
of Facilities Visited  
D. External 
Monitoring: 
Number of 
Facilities 
Visited 
United States 9 2 1 
TOTAL 9 2 1 
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MBI, Inc. 
 
1.  MBI, Inc.’s Company Profile   
 
 
Company Name:   MBI, Inc.    
 
Year of FLA Implementation: 2nd year  
 
FLA Initial Implementation Period Ends: Dec 2006  
 
Annual Consolidated Revenue in FY 2004 (millions): Range: $100-500* 
 
*The FLA provides revenue ranges for companies that are not traded publicly  
 
Annual Revenue from University-Licensed Goods FY 2004 (millions): $10 - 50* 
 
Company Status: Privately owned 
 
FLA Applicable Brands / Brand’s Percentage of Total Consolidated Revenue: 
      
 Danbury Mint / 60% 
 
FLA-Affiliated University Licensors: 37 
 See list of universitiesv  
 
Total Applicable Facilities Worldwide in FLA 2004: 18  
             See list of FLA applicable facilitiesv 
             
Factories Subject to Internal Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 0 
 See factory locationsv 
 
Total FLA Independent External Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 1  
See factory locationsv            See individual factory reportsv  
 
 
2. MBI, Inc.’s Compliance Program in FLA Applicable Facilities  
 
MBI, Inc.’s Compliance Program uses the Danbury Mint Workplace Code of Conduct which meets 
all FLA Workplace Code of Conduct requirements. The program is coordinated and implemented 
by the Vice President, based in the company’s Connecticut office.  The Vice President, Danbury 
Mint Division, reports to the President and CEO on all matters related to compliance.  Although 
the company has a majority of its production in East Asia, the company does not have an 
employee presence in that region.   
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3. MBI, Inc.’s Approach to Compliance in 2004 
 
Information provided in this section is based on reports submitted to the FLA by each Category B 
Licensee in January 2005.  The points below briefly summarize MBI’s efforts to uphold its FLA 
Obligations in accordance with the FLA Charter.  Click here to access FLA Company Obligations.   
 
 The Vice President updates all company managers annually on the progress and changes 
in the compliance program.  
 The Vice President reports audit results and remediation plans individually to company 
managers whose product lines are manufactured in the particular factory monitored. 
 MBI reports that its vendors are annually asked to confirm that they are committed to 
the objectives of the Workplace Code of Conduct and that they have conveyed the Code 
to their workers. 
 
Click here to see a summary of monitoring conducted in facilities producing university-licensed 
goods for MBI. 
 
v  
Universities, Colleges and Secondary Schools Licensing MBI, Inc. 
 
Name of School Location 
University of Alabama Alabama 
University of Arizona Arizona 
Arizona State University  Arizona 
Boston College Massachusetts 
University of California at Los Angeles California 
University of Colorado Colorado 
Duke University North Carolina 
University of Florida Florida 
Florida State University  Florida 
University of Georgia Georgia 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign Illinois 
University of Iowa Iowa 
University of Kansas Kansas 
Kansas State University Kansas 
University of Kentucky Kentucky 
Louisiana State University and A&M College Louisiana 
University of Maryland Maryland 
University of Miami Florida 
University of Michigan Michigan 
Michigan State University Michigan 
University of Missouri at Columbia Missouri 
University of Nebraska Nebraska 
University of New Mexico New Mexico 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill North Carolina 
North Carolina State University North Carolina 
University of Notre Dame Indiana 
Ohio State University Ohio 
Pennsylvania State University Pennsylvania 
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University of Pittsburgh Pennsylvania 
Purdue University Indiana 
University of Southern California California 
Syracuse University New York  
University of Texas at Austin Texas 
University of Virginia Virginia 
Virginia Tech Virginia 
University of Washington Washington 
West Virginia University West Virginia 
 
v  FLA Applicable Facilities Producing MBI, Inc. Products  
 
Name of factory  Country where located  
Brax (Xiamen Jianfa Art Ceramic Company) China 
C & H Arts-Crafts Products Co., Ltd. China 
Dongguan Deyuan Arts & Crafts Co., Ltd. China 
Dongguan Henli Tiantou Chuang Ying Toys Factory  China 
Fa De Shun Industrial (Hui Yang) Co., Ltd. China 
Fujian Shishi City Tianma Electronics & Machinery 
Company, Ltd. 
China 
Fu Yang Wood Artistic Company, Ltd. China 
Green Lake Product Company, Ltd. China 
Hua Hsin Crafts and Arts Products Co., Ltd. China 
PinGhe Tien Chi China 
Sheng Ling Craft Co. Factory China 
Wilson International Ind. Co., Ltd. China 
Xiamen Holiday Factory China 
Crystalline Direct Thailand 
Pranda Jewelry Public Co., Ltd. Thailand 
Value Trend Company Thailand 
Pure Country Weavers USA 
Rug Barn USA 
 
 
v  Locating and Monitoring MBI, Inc.’s FLA Applicable Facilities  
   
A. Country 
B. Number of 
Factories 
C. Internal 
Monitoring: Number 
of Facilities Visited  
D. External 
Monitoring: 
Number of 
Facilities 
Visited 
China 13 0 1 
Thailand 3 0 0 
United States 2 0 0 
TOTAL 18 0 1 
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Oxford Industries, Inc. 
 
1. Oxford Industries, Inc.’s Company Profile   
 
 
Company Name: Oxford Industries, Inc.    
 
Year of FLA Implementation: 2nd year  
 
FLA Initial Implementation Period Ends: Dec 2006  
 
Annual Consolidated Revenue in FY 2004 (millions): $1,116 
 
Annual Revenue from University-Licensed Goods FY 2004 (thousands): $64  
 
Company Status: Public [NYSE: OXM] 
 
FLA Applicable Brands / Brand’s Percentage of Total Consolidated Revenue: 
      
 Tommy Hilfiger / 6% 
 
FLA-Affiliated University Licensors: 11  
See list of universitiesv  
 
Total Applicable Facilities Worldwide in FLA 2004: 48  
             See list of FLA applicable facilitiesv 
             
Factories Subject to Internal Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 45  
See factory locationsv 
 
Total FLA Independent External Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 1 
See factory locationsv            See individual factory reportsv 
 
 
2. Oxford Industries, Inc.’s Compliance Program in FLA Applicable Facilities  
 
The Oxford Code of Ethics Program is responsible for enforcing the Oxford Code of Conduct, 
which meets all standards set by the FLA Workplace Code of Conduct.  The program is called 
Oxford Products International Limited, Code of Ethics Program. Oxford reports that the program 
is made up of several quality controllers, who report to the Head Quality Controller of Oxford 
Products International.  In turn, the Head Quality Controller reports to the Director of the Shirt 
Group.  In addition, Tommy Hilfiger USA also participates in some monitoring of the factories that 
manufacture collegiate products.  
 
In 2004, a major focus was to improve the communication skills of internal auditors to ensure 
appropriate exchange of information between the auditor and factory management on 
remediation. 
 
 
 2005 Annual Public Report   254
                                                                                                                                                 
3. Oxford Industries, Inc.’s Approach to Compliance in 2004 
 
Information provided in this section is based on reports submitted to the FLA by each Category B 
Licensee in January 2005.  The points below briefly summarize Oxford Industries’ efforts to 
uphold its FLA Obligations in accordance with the FLA Charter.  Click here to access FLA 
Company Obligations.   
 
 In an attempt to strengthen its Code of Ethics Program, Oxford Industries, Inc. has hired 
one additional auditor for compliance audits and designated one of its existing Senior 
Quality Controllers to receive training on how to conduct factory monitoring. 
 All factories have “grievance boxes” located on main floors and in restrooms, and 
employees are encouraged to submit their grievances with or without their names 
attached.  Alternatively, the names of Managers or Welfare Officers are posted in the 
facility for direct contact. 
 Factories, contractors, and suppliers are required to complete a compliance questionnaire 
on a regular basis. 
 New factories receive compliance audits before orders are placed.  
 100% of internal monitoring visits to applicable facilities were unannounced. 
 Legally constituted unions representing employees at a worksite were periodically 
consulted regarding the monitoring process. 
 
 
Click here to see a summary of monitoring conducted in facilities producing university-licensed 
goods for Oxford Industries. 
 
 
v  
Universities, Colleges and Secondary Schools Licensing Oxford Industries, Inc. 
 
Name of School Location 
Cornell University New York 
Duke University North Carolina 
University of Florida Florida 
Furman University South Carolina 
Georgia Institute of Technology Georgia 
University of Maryland Maryland 
Michigan State University Michigan 
University of New Mexico New Mexico 
Syracuse University New York 
University of Virginia Virginia 
University of Washington   Washington 
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v  FLA Applicable Facilities Where Oxford Industries, Inc. Produces  
 
Name of factory  Country where located  
Banshi Knitting Factory of Chang Ping China 
Creative Apparel Ent. Ltd. China 
Guangdong Esquel Textiles Co. Ltd. Yang Mei B Garment 
Factory 
China 
GZ Nansha Development Zone China 
KoKo Fashion China 
Legend Industrial Ltd. China 
Nan Feng Knitting Factory Ltd. China 
Nan Hua Textile Company Ltd. China 
South Fountain Garment Factory Ltd. China 
South Glamour Fashions Garment China 
Suzhou Xuchang Knitting Garment China 
Tongxiang Xuyang Garment Mfr. Co. China 
Wah Sing Labels Limited China 
Wujiang Lingyaan Garment Co. Ltd. China 
CDP Textiles Ltd. Hong Kong 
Paxar Far East Limited Hong Kong 
South China Textile Company Ltd. Hong Kong 
Wah Sing Labels Limited Hong Kong 
Way Yat Industrial Limited Hong Kong 
Yiu Wing Polybags Factory Hong Kong 
Orient Craft Ltd. India 
PT Katexindo Indonesia 
PT Masterindo Indonesia 
PT Satriasejati Multi Industries Indonesia 
Fu Tou Garment Factory Ltd. Macau 
Golden Lion Garment Factory Ltd. Macau 
Macau Textile Limited Knitting Factory Macau 
Mee Ngai Printing & Garment Factory Ltd. Macau 
Vui Keong Garment Factory Ltd. Macau 
Dragon & Phoenix Serba pakaian  Malaysia 
Imperial Garments  Malaysia 
The Eastern Garment Mfg. Co. Malaysia 
Yangtzekiang Industries  Malaysia 
Textiles Industries Mauritius 
Canatex SA De C.V. Mexico 
Cotton Designs Peru 
Textil San Cristobal S.A. Peru 
Formostar Garments Co. Ltd. Philippines 
Hamlin Industrial Corp Philippines 
Everbest Garments Ltd. Co. (PVT) Sri Lanka 
Hong Kong Knitters Lanka Ltd. Sri Lanka 
Polytex Garment Ltd. – Ja Ela Sri Lanka 
Polytek Garment Ltd. – Kegalle Sri Lanka 
Polytek Garment Ltd. – KOG Sri Lanka 
Polytex Garment Ltd. - YAK Sri Lanka 
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Diamond Hosiery and Thread Taiwan 
Fashion Express Co. Ltd. Thailand 
 
 
 
v  Locating and Monitoring Oxford Industries, Inc. FLA Applicable Facilities  
   
A. Country 
B. Number of 
Factories 
C. Internal 
Monitoring: Number 
of Facilities Visited  
D. External 
Monitoring: 
Number of 
Facilities 
Visited 
China 15 15 0 
Hong Kong 6 6 0 
India 1 0 0 
Indonesia 3 3 0 
Macau 5 5 0 
Malaysia 4 4 0 
Mauritius 1 1 0 
Mexico 1 1 0 
Peru 2 0 0 
Philippines 2 2 0 
Sri Lanka 6 6 1 
Taiwan 1 1 0 
Thailand 1 1 0 
TOTAL 48 45 1 
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Riddell Inc.’s   
 
1. Riddell Inc.’s Company Profile   
 
 
Company Name:  Riddell Inc.    
 
Year of FLA Implementation: 2nd year   
 
FLA Initial Implementation Period Ends: Dec 2006  
 
Annual Consolidated Revenue in FY 2004 (millions): Range: $10-50* 
 
*The FLA provides revenue ranges for companies that are not traded publicly  
 
Annual Revenue from University-Licensed Goods FY 2004 (millions): $3 
 
Company Status: Privately owned 
 
FLA Applicable Brands / Brand’s Percentage of Total Consolidated Revenue: 
      
 Riddell / 13.5% 
 
FLA-Affiliated University Licensors: 50  
See list of universitiesv  
 
Total Applicable Facilities Worldwide in FLA 2004: 3 
             See list of FLA applicable facilitiesv 
             
Factories Subject to Internal Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 0  
See factory locationsv 
 
Total FLA Independent External Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 1  
See factory locationsv            See individual factory reportsv 
 
 
2. Riddell Inc.’s Compliance Program in FLA Applicable Facilities  
 
Riddell Inc.’s FLA Compliance Program meets all standards set by the FLA Workplace Code of 
Conduct.  The program is managed by the Company’s Human Resource Manager and the 
Director of International Sourcing, who are based at the company’s United States headquarters. 
The Program also consists of six company monitors and a Company Safety Committee.   
  
 
3. Riddell Inc.’s Approach to Compliance in 2004 
 
Information provided in this section is based on reports submitted to the FLA by each Category B 
Licensee in January 2005.  The points below briefly summarize Riddell’s efforts to uphold its FLA 
Obligations in accordance with the FLA Charter.  Click here to access FLA Company Obligations.   
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 The Riddell Workplace Code of Conduct is posted in all applicable factories and 
employees receive a copy in the Employee Handbook.   
 Locked complaint boxes are installed in the company’s U.S. factory in order to provide 
employees with a way to report problems to management confidentially. Only the 
factory’s human resource manager can access the boxes.    Similar boxes have also been 
installed in overseas supplier factories.  
 The union that represents many of the company employees has a formalized grievance 
procedure. 
 The company’s non-retaliation policy is included in the Employee Handbook. 
 Riddell’s internal monitors include exempt and non-exempt employees, as well as union 
and non-union employees; however, training on the FLA Audit instrument is still required. 
 
Click here to see a summary of monitoring conducted in facilities producing university-licensed 
goods for Riddell. 
 
 
v  
Universities, Colleges and Secondary Schools Licensing Riddell Inc. 
 
Name of School Location 
University of Alabama Alabama 
University of Arizona Arizona 
Arizona State University Arizona 
Ball State University Indiana 
Boise State University Idaho 
Boston College Massachusetts 
University of California at Los Angeles California 
University of Colorado at Boulder Colorado 
Colorado State University Colorado 
Duke University North Carolina 
University of Florida Florida 
Florida State University Florida 
University of Georgia Georgia 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign Illinois 
University of Iowa Iowa 
University of Kansas Kansas 
Kansas State University Kansas 
University of Kentucky Kentucky 
Louisiana State University and A&M College Louisiana 
University of Louisville Kentucky 
University of Maryland Maryland 
University of Memphis Tennessee 
University of Miami Florida 
University of Michigan Michigan 
Michigan State University Michigan 
University of Missouri at Columbia Missouri 
University of Nebraska Nebraska 
University of Nevada at Las Vegas Nevada 
University of New Mexico New Mexico 
New Mexico State University New Mexico 
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University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill North Carolina 
North Carolina State University North Carolina 
Northwestern University Illinois 
University of Notre Dame Indiana 
Ohio State University Ohio 
Pennsylvania State University Pennsylvania 
University of Pittsburgh Pennsylvania 
Purdue University Indiana 
San Diego State University California 
San Jose State University  California 
University of South Florida Florida 
University of Southern California California 
Syracuse University New York 
Temple University Pennsylvania 
University of Texas at Austin Texas 
University of Virginia Virginia 
Virginia Tech Virginia 
University of Washington at Seattle Washington 
West Virginia University West Virginia 
University of Wyoming Wyoming 
 
 
  
v  FLA Applicable Facilities Where Riddell Inc. Produces  
 
Name of factory  Country where located  
Jianda Manufacturing Co., Ltd China 
Sun Yick Plastic Products Co., Ltd China 
Riddell Inc. USA 
 
 
v  Locating and Monitoring Riddell Inc.’s FLA Applicable Facilities  
   
A. Country 
B. Number of 
Factories 
C. Internal 
Monitoring: Number 
of Facilities Visited  
D. External 
Monitoring: 
Number of 
Facilities 
Visited 
China 2 0 1 
USA 1 0 0 
TOTAL 3 0 1 
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Russell Corporation 
 
1. Russell Corporation’s Company Profile   
 
 
Company Name:   Russell Corporation   
 
Year of FLA Implementation: 2nd year   
 
FLA Initial Implementation Period Ends: Dec 2006  
 
Annual Consolidated Revenue in FY 2004 (millions): $5.8 
 
 
Annual Revenue from University-Licensed Goods FY 2004 (millions): $27 
 
Company Status: Publicly owned [NYSE:RML] 
 
FLA Applicable Brands / Brand’s Percentage of Total Consolidated Revenue: 
      
 Russell Athletic / 100% 
  
 
FLA-Affiliated University Licensors: 101  
See list of universitiesv  
 
Total Applicable Facilities Worldwide in FLA 2004: 20  
             See list of FLA applicable facilitiesv 
             
Factories Subject to Internal Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 19  
See factory locationsv 
 
Total FLA Independent External Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 1  
See factory locationsv            See individual factory reportsv 
 
 
 
2. Russell Corporation’s Compliance Program in FLA Applicable Facilities  
 
Russell Corporation’s Social Compliance Program is based on the Corporation’s Code of Conduct.  
This Code meets or exceeds all standards set by the FLA Workplace Code of Conduct.   The two 
main differences between Russell’s Code of Conduct and the FLA Workplace Code of Conduct is 
the age requirement, workers may not be under 15 years old regardless of country law; and 
inclusion of provisions for environment, legal and ethical standards and right of inspection.  
 
The Vice President of International Human Resources oversees the Social Compliance Program, 
the Compliance Coordinator, and six field staff based in Europe, Southeast Asia, and South Africa.  
The Vice President travels to the factories to ensure that the Code of Conduct is being followed.  
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The Corporation monitors 100% of all contractors on an annual basis and uses A & L Group Inc. 
(domestic only), Cal Safety Compliance Corporation, Intertek Testing Services, and Bureau 
Veritas Quality Insurance as third party monitors.   
 
3. Russell Corporation’s Approach to Compliance in 2004 
 
Information provided in this section is based on reports submitted to the FLA by each Category B 
Licensee in January 2005.  The points below briefly summarize Russell’s efforts to uphold its FLA 
Obligations in accordance with the FLA Charter.  Click here to access FLA Company Obligations.   
 
 Russell’s Code of Conduct has been translated into 18 languages and distributed to 
appropriate factories and auditors. 
 Russell requires pre-sourcing audits of potential factories before production is placed or 
the factory must be Worldwide Responsible Apparel Production (WRAP) certified. 
 Employees of Russell’s self-owned factories may use the PRIDEline communication, a 24-
hour toll-free confidential reporting system, to communicate any grievances or concerns. 
 Following worker interviews, third party auditors leave a toll-free number with employees 
so that they may call the factory management to report any additional information in a 
confidential environment. 
 Non-retaliation is covered in the Corporation’s Code of Conduct under general policy of 
Legal and Ethical Standards. 
 The Corporation has established offices in regions of the world where greatest attention 
could be given to the compliance program. 
 
 
Click here to see a summary of monitoring conducted in facilities producing university-licensed 
goods for Russell. 
 
 
v  
Universities, Colleges and Secondary Schools Licensing Russell Corporation 
 
Name of School Location 
University of Alabama Alabama 
American University Washington, DC 
University of Arizona Arizona 
Arizona State University Arizona 
Appalachian State University North Carolina 
Ball State Indiana 
Boise State University Idaho 
Boston College Massachusetts 
Boston University Massachusetts 
Brown University Rhode Island 
University of California at Berkeley California 
University of California at Davis California 
University of California at Irvine California 
University of California at Long Beach California 
University of California at Los Angeles California 
University of California at Northridge California 
University of California at Sacramento California 
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University of California at San Diego California 
University of California at Santa Barbara California 
University of California at Santa Cruz California 
Colgate University New York 
University of Colorado at Boulder Colorado 
Colorado College Colorado 
Colorado State University Colorado 
Columbia University New York 
Cornell University New York 
Creighton University Nebraska 
University of Dayton Ohio 
University of Delaware Delaware 
Denison University Ohio 
University of Detroit-Mercy Michigan 
Duke University North Carolina 
Ferris State University Michigan 
University of Florida Florida 
Florida State University Florida 
Furman University South Carolina 
George Mason University Virginia 
University of Georgia Georgia 
Georgia Institute of Technology Georgia 
Harvard University Massachusetts 
University of Illinois at Chicago Illinois 
Illinois State University Illinois 
University of Iowa Iowa 
James Madison University Virginia 
University of Kansas Kansas 
Kansas State University Kansas 
University of Kentucky Kentucky 
Lincoln University Pennsylvania 
Louisiana State University and A&M College Louisiana 
University of Louisville Kentucky 
Marquette University Wisconsin 
University of Maryland Maryland 
University of Massachusetts Massachusetts 
University of Memphis Tennessee 
University of Miami Florida 
University of Michigan Michigan 
Michigan State University Michigan 
Michigan Technological University Michigan 
University of Nebraska Nebraska 
University of Nevada at Las Vegas Nevada 
University of New Hampshire New Hampshire 
University of New Mexico New Mexico 
New Mexico State University New Mexico 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill North Carolina 
University of North Carolina at Greensboro North Carolina 
North Carolina State University North Carolina 
University of Notre Dame Indiana 
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Ohio State University Ohio 
University of Pennsylvania Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania State University Pennsylvania 
University of Pittsburgh Pennsylvania 
Princeton University New Jersey 
Purdue University Indiana 
St. Cloud State University Minnesota 
St. John’s University New York 
St. Joseph’s University Pennsylvania 
San Diego State University California 
San Jose State University California 
Santa Clara University California 
Seton Hall University New Jersey 
University of South Florida Florida 
University of Southern California California 
Syracuse University New York 
Temple University Pennsylvania 
University of Utah Utah 
Utah State University Utah 
Valdosta State University Georgia 
Vanderbilt University Tennessee 
Villanova University Virginia 
University of Virginia Virginia 
Washington University Missouri 
University of Washington at Seattle Washington 
Western Washington University Washington 
West Virginia University West Virginia 
University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee Wisconsin 
Wright State University Wisconsin 
University of Wyoming Wyoming 
Xavier University Ohio 
Yale University Connecticut 
 
 
 
v  FLA Applicable Facilities Where Russell Corporation Produces  
 
Name of factory  Country where located  
Ningbo Shenzhou Dagang China 
Zona Franca Dominican Republic 
Hermosa Manufacturing S.A. de C.V. El Salvador 
BJ Trading Guatemala 
Bonmax Guatemala 
Chung Yang Guatemala 
Denmor Guyana 
Athletic de Camargo S.A. de C.V. Mexico 
Eastern Garments Pakistan 
Masood Textile Mills Pakistan 
Sapphire Fibres Knitting Pakistan 
Fashion International Swaziland 
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Well & David Taiwan 
President Knitting Thailand 
Turkmenbasy Turkmenistan 
NBC Graphics USA 
Quick Hits USA 
Wideworld Sportswear, Inc. USA 
Tooper Crown/JM Caps Vietnam 
Voraporn Vietnam 
 
 
 
 
v  Locating and Monitoring Russell Corporation’s FLA Applicable Facilities  
   
A. Country 
B. Number of 
Factories 
C. Internal 
Monitoring: Number 
of Facilities Visited  
D. External 
Monitoring: 
Number of 
Facilities 
Visited 
China 1 1 0 
Dominican Republic 1 1 0 
El Salvador 1 1 0 
Guatemala 3 3 0 
Guyana 1 1 0 
Mexico 1 1 0 
Pakistan 3 3 0 
Swaziland 1 1 0 
Taiwan 1 1 0 
Thailand 1 1 0 
Turkmenistan 1 1 0 
United States 3 3 0 
Vietnam 2 1 1 
TOTAL 20 20 1 
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Twins Enterprise, Inc.  
 
1. Twins Enterprise Inc.’s Company Profile   
 
 
Company Name:   Twins Enterprise, Inc.   
 
Year of FLA Implementation: 2nd year  
 
FLA Initial Implementation Period Ends: Dec 2005  
 
Annual Consolidated Revenue in FY 2004 (millions): Range: $50-100* 
 
*The FLA provides revenue ranges for companies that are not traded publicly  
 
Annual Revenue from University-Licensed Goods FY 2004 (millions): $8.2 
 
Company Status: Privately owned 
 
FLA Applicable Brands / Brand’s Percentage of Total Consolidated Revenue: 
      
 Twins / 100% 
 
FLA-Affiliated University Licensors: 91  
See list of universitiesv  
 
Total Applicable Facilities Worldwide in FLA 2004: 1 
             See list of FLA applicable facilitiesv 
             
Factories Subject to Internal Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 0 
 See factory locationsv 
 
Total FLA Independent External Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 1 
 See factory locationsv            See individual factory reportsv 
 
 
2. Twins Enterprise, Inc.’s Compliance Program in FLA Applicable Facilities  
 
The Twins Enterprise Compliance Program, called the Assuring Factory Compliance Program 
(AFC), is based on the company’s Code of Conduct and Compliance, which meets the standards 
set by the FLA Workplace Code of Conduct.  The company reports that AFC is managed by a 
team of seven full-time staff representing the Vice Presidents of the following departments: 
Operations, Sourcing, Research and Development, Finance, and Sales and Marketing.  The 
Licensing Director serves as the AFC Coordinator. The family owners of Twins Enterprises make 
semi-annual monitoring visits to the factory, which was independently monitored by the FLA in 
2004.  
 
The focus of this year’s program was to improve overall communication and education on the 
Code of Conduct among compliance team members and factory management and workers. 
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3. Twins Enterprise, Inc.’s Approach to Compliance in 2004 
 
Information provided in this section is based on reports submitted to the FLA by each Category B 
Licensee in January 2005.  The points below briefly summarize Twins’ efforts to uphold its FLA 
Obligations in accordance with the FLA Charter.  Click here to access FLA Company Obligations.   
 
 Twins Enterprise utilized training materials from a contracted external monitor to train its 
internal monitoring staff. 
 Twins Enterprise receives written certification from the factory that compliance standards 
are being met. 
 Twins Enterprise has an open door policy and an anonymous question box for workers to 
submit compliance concerns. 
 Factory workers may contact AFC administrators at Twins Enterprise directly to lodge a 
complaint.  The contact information is posted in the native language. 
 Factory management is required to sign a non-retaliation agreement, prohibiting 
management from punishing workers who file complaints. 
 In an effort to improve the company compliance program, the company has consulted 
with other companies for information sharing on local outreach and code implementation. 
 
Click here to see a summary of monitoring conducted in facilities producing university-licensed 
goods for Twins Enterprise. 
 
 
v  
Universities, Colleges and Secondary Schools Licensing Twins Enterprise, Inc. 
 
Name of School Location 
University of Alabama Alabama 
American University Washington DC 
Appalachian State University North Carolina 
University of Arizona Arizona 
Arizona State University Arizona 
Ball State University Indiana 
Boise State University Idaho 
Boston College Massachusetts 
Boston University Massachusetts 
Brown University Rhode Island 
University of California at Davis California 
University of California at Irvine California 
University of California at Los Angeles California 
California State University at Northridge California 
California State University at Sacramento California 
Carnegie Mellon University Pennsylvania 
Colorado College Colorado 
University of Colorado at Boulder Colorado 
Colorado State University Colorado 
Columbia University New York 
Cornell University New York 
Creighton University Nebraska 
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Dartmouth College New Hampshire 
University of Dayton Ohio 
University of Delaware Delaware 
Duke University North Carolina 
University of Florida Florida 
Florida State University Florida 
Franklin and Marshall College Pennsylvania 
University of Georgia Georgia 
Georgia Institute of Technology Georgia 
Harvard University Massachusetts 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign Illinois 
Illinois State University Illinois 
University of Iowa Iowa 
James Madison University Virginia 
Johns Hopkins University Maryland 
University of Kansas Kansas 
Kansas State University Kansas 
University of Kentucky Kentucky 
University of Louisville Kentucky 
University of Maine at Orono Maine 
Marquette University Wisconsin 
University of Maryland Maryland 
University of Massachusetts Massachusetts 
University of Memphis Tennessee 
University of Miami Florida 
University of Michigan Michigan 
Michigan State University Michigan 
Michigan Technological University Michigan 
University of Missouri at Columbia Missouri 
University of Nebraska Nebraska 
University of Nevada at Las Vegas Nevada 
University of New Hampshire New Hampshire 
University of New Mexico New Mexico 
New Mexico State University New Mexico 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill North Carolina 
University of North Carolina at Greensboro North Carolina 
Northwestern University Illinois 
University of Notre Dame Indiana 
Ohio State University Ohio 
Pennsylvania State University Pennsylvania 
University of Pennsylvania Pennsylvania 
University of Pittsburgh Pennsylvania 
Princeton University New Jersey 
Purdue University Indiana 
Rutgers University New Jersey 
St. Cloud State University Minnesota 
St. John’s University New York 
St. Joseph’s University Pennsylvania 
San Diego State University California 
San Jose State University  California 
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Seton Hall University New Jersey 
University of South Florida Florida 
University of Southern California California 
SUNY at Buffalo New York 
Syracuse University New York 
Temple University Pennsylvania 
University of Texas at Austin Texas 
University of Utah Utah 
Valdosta State University Georgia 
Vanderbilt University Tennessee 
Villanova University Virginia 
University of Virginia Virginia 
Virginia Tech Virginia 
University of Washington at Seattle Washington 
Washington University in St. Louis Missouri 
West Virginia University West Virginia 
Wright State University Wisconsin 
University of Wyoming Wyoming 
Xavier University Ohio 
Yale University Connecticut 
 
 
 
v  FLA Applicable Facilities Producing Twins Enterprise, Inc. Products  
 
Name of factory  Country where located  
Tinkwood Hat Factory Macau 
 
 
v  Locating and Monitoring Twins Enterprise, Inc.’s FLA Applicable Facilities  
  
A. Country 
B. Number of 
Factories 
C. Internal 
Monitoring: Number 
of Facilities Visited  
D. External 
Monitoring: 
Number of 
Facilities 
Visited 
Macau 1 0 1 
TOTAL 1 0 1 
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VF Corporation 
 
1. VF Corporation’s Company Profile   
 
 
Company Name:   VF Corporation    
 
Year of FLA Implementation: 2nd year   
 
FLA Initial Implementation Period Ends: Dec 2006  
 
Annual Consolidated Revenue in FY 2004 (millions): Approx. $6 billion 
 
Annual Revenue from University-Licensed Goods FY 2004 (millions): Approx. $68 
 
Company Status: Publicly owned [NYSE:VFC] 
 
FLA Applicable Brands / Brand’s Percentage of Total Consolidated Revenue: 
      
 Lee Sport, CSA, NCAA / 19% 
 Jansport / 81% 
  
 
FLA-Affiliated University Licensors: 41  
See list of universitiesv  
 
Total Applicable Facilities Worldwide in FLA 2004: 41  
             See list of FLA applicable facilitiesv 
             
Factories Subject to Internal Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 23  
See factory locationsv 
 
Total FLA Independent External Monitoring Visits in FLA 2004: 2  
See factory locationsv            See individual factory reportsv 
 
2. VF Corporation’s Compliance Program in FLA Applicable Facilities  
 
VF Corporation’s Compliance Program is based on the Corporation’s Terms of Engagement which 
focuses on five tenets: Ethical Standards, Legal Requirements, Intellectual Property Rights, 
Product Labeling and the Corporation’s Global Compliance Principles.  The company modified its 
Principles in 2004 with the additions of Freedom of Association, Informed Workplace, and Facility 
Security.  These Principles meet or exceed all standards set by the FLA Workplace Code of 
Conduct.  
 
VF’s compliance team consists of auditors located in the United States, Hong Kong, China, India, 
Bangladesh, and Malaysia who work with licensed products and contractors.  In addition, a group 
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of production personnel are responsible for conducting audits at their direct sourced factories.  
The Corporation’s Compliance Program uses Cal Safety Compliance Corporation (CSCC), Intertek 
Testing Services, and Worldwide Responsible Apparel Production (WRAP) as third party monitors. 
This year, the program focused on integrating new acquisitions into the VF Compliance Program, 
increased participation in corporate social responsibility forums, and training for new compliance 
support staff. 
 
3. VF Corporation’s Approach to Compliance in 2004 
 
Information provided in this section is based on reports submitted to the FLA by each Category B 
Licensee in January 2005.  The points below briefly summarize VF’s efforts to uphold its FLA 
Obligations in accordance with the FLA Charter.  Click here to access FLA Company Obligations.   
 
 VF has translated its Terms of Engagement (TOE) into 26 languages and has provided 
TOE posters to all its accepted facilities (see definition below). 
 VF’s intent is to audit 100% of active factories on an annual basis.  If a domestic factory 
has an ‘accepted’ status, then an audit is scheduled once every 18 months.  
 After audits facilities receive one of three grades:   
1. Accepted – The factory has no major noncompliance issues, thus the factory can 
continue to manufacture VF products.   
2. Accepted to be upgraded – The factory has some minor issues, thus the factory can 
continue to produce.  However if the issues are not addressed in 8-12 weeks, the 
factory will be downgraded to “rejected.” 
3. Rejected – The factory has some major noncompliance issue, thus is no longer 
authorized to manufacture VF products. 
 81% of VF’s factories (26 of 32, four of which were new facilities) received an “Accepted” 
grade in 2004 according to the VF end of inspection rating system. 
 No products, samples or bulk orders, can be produced in a factory until it has been 
inspected. 
 VF has added Bureau Veritas as one of its third party monitors to conduct compliance 
audits and factory training (CSCC, Intertek Testing Services, and WRAP continue to serve 
as monitors). 
 The Company has an Open Door Policy for workers to report noncompliance. 
 
 
Click here to see a summary of monitoring conducted in facilities producing university-licensed 
goods for VF. 
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v  
Universities, Colleges and Secondary Schools Licensing VF Corporation 
 
Name of School Location 
University of Alabama Alabama 
University of Arizona Arizona 
Arizona State University Arizona 
Ball State Indiana 
Boise State University Idaho 
Boston College Massachusetts 
University of California at Berkeley California 
University of California at Los Angeles California 
University of Colorado at Boulder Colorado 
Colorado State University Colorado 
Connecticut College Connecticut 
University of Delaware Delaware 
Duke University North Carolina 
University of Georgia Georgia 
Georgia Institute of Technology Georgia 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign Illinois 
Illinois State University Illinois 
University of Iowa Iowa 
University of Kansas Kansas 
Kansas State University Kansas 
Louisiana State University and A&M College Louisiana 
University of Louisville Kentucky 
University of Maine at Orono Maine 
Marquette University Wisconsin 
University of Maryland Maryland 
University of Massachusetts Massachusetts 
Michigan State University Michigan 
University of Missouri at Columbia Missouri 
University of Nebraska Nebraska 
University of Nevada at Las Vegas Nevada 
University of New Mexico New Mexico 
New Mexico State University New Mexico 
North Carolina State University North Carolina 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill North Carolina 
Northwestern University Illinois 
University of Notre Dame Indiana 
Ohio State University Ohio 
Pennsylvania State University Pennsylvania 
University of Pittsburgh Pennsylvania 
Purdue University Indiana 
San Diego State University California 
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v  FLA Applicable Facilities Where VF Corporation Produces  
 
Name of factory  Country where located  
Dongguan Zerong Bag Co. Ltd. China 
JiangSu YaFeng Knitting Co. Ltd China 
Keng Tou Handbag Factory China 
Ningbo Beston Plastics Company Ltd. China 
Ningbo Horizon Luggage Co. Ltd. China 
Qingdao Daejoo Leprts Corp. China 
Shanghai Dolphin FanLun Garment Co. Ltd. China 
Shanghai Tairi Knitwear Garment Factory China 
Shunde Licheng Garment Factory Co. Ltd. China 
WuYou Corporation China 
Satellite International, SA de CV El Salvador 
Textile La Paz El Salvador 
Elcatex Honduras 
Genesis Apparel Honduras 
Industrias de Exportacion SA de CV Honduras 
C.V. United Garment Factory Indonesia 
PT Arta Glory Buana Indonesia 
PT Dae Joo Leports Indonesia Indonesia 
Hippo Knitting Co. Ltd. Lesotho 
Lei Wah Garment Factory Company Limited Macao 
Gross View Enterprises SARL Madagascar 
Confecciones Juraidini SA de CV Mexico 
Confecciones Sta. Elena SA de CV Mexico 
Corporacion International Gamma/Pipsa Plant Mexico 
Liga Mayor/Diaz Ordaz Mexico 
Liga Mayor/Fco. Madero Mexico 
Maquilas Export Mex, S.A. de C.V. Mexico 
Eastern Garments (PVT) Ltd. Pakistan 
Yusung Adventure Corp Philippines 
CG Petrochemical Thailand 
First Apparel Co., Ltd. Thailand 
Future Garment Co., Ltd. Thailand 
Apparel Designs USA 
Bay Promotions USA 
Buffalo Inc. USA 
Fit for a King USA 
Powertex Sportswear USA 
VF Knitwear 39th Street USA 
VF Knitwear Linebaugh USA 
Visual Impressions USA 
Pungkook Saigon II Corp. Vietnam 
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v  Locating and Monitoring VF Corporation’s FLA Applicable Facilities  
   
A. Country 
B. Number of 
Factories 
C. Internal 
Monitoring: Number 
of Facilities Visited  
D. External 
Monitoring: 
Number of 
Facilities 
Visited 
China 10 8 0 
El Salvador 2 0 1 
Honduras 3 2 0 
Indonesia 3 2 0 
Lesotho 1 0 0 
Macau 1 1 0 
Madagascar 1 0 0 
Mexico 6 1 0 
Pakistan 1 1 0 
Philippines 1 0 0 
Thailand 3 1 1 
United States 8 6 0 
Vietnam 1 1 0 
TOTAL 41 23 2 
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VI. THIRD PARTY COMPLAINT CASE STUDIES 
 
 
The Third Party Complaint procedure enables any person or organization to 
report to the FLA allegations of significant and/or persistent patterns of 
noncompliance, or an individual incident of serious noncompliance, with the FLA 
Workplace Code of Conduct in production facilities of FLA-affiliated companies, 
as well as in those of College and University licensees that participate in FLA 
monitoring programs.  It functions as a safety valve to ensure that workers in 
FLA-applicable factories have recourse to address instances of noncompliance.  A 
key part of the procedure is remediation of any verified instances of 
noncompliance through corrective action.  Click here to learn more about the 
FLA’s Third Party Complaint Procedure.  
 
Issues that are brought to the attention of the FLA through the third party 
complaint procedure tend to be urgent, controversial, complex, and rooted in 
long-standing practices.  The experience of the FLA is that it is necessary to 
address not only the symptoms of noncompliance to temporarily resolve a third 
party complaint, but to get at the root causes to seek more sustainable solutions.  
This often involves mediation rather than corrective action, particularly in 
freedom of association cases where the conflict between labor and management 
needs to be resolved and the relationship between them repaired. 
 
This section provides case studies of two third party complaints that were 
brought before the FLA since last year’s report.  The case studies provide some 
background necessary to understand the larger context in which the 
noncompliance issues arose as well as particular factory situations.  The case 
studies document how the third party complaints have required that the FLA 
grapple with some of the most difficult code issues and engage with constituents 
ranging from trade unions and NGOs to affiliated and non-affiliated PCs.   
   
 3PC Case Study: Facility Owned and Operated by Gildan in Honduras  
 3PC Case Study: Facility Contracted by Nike in Thailand 
 
Following the pattern of third party complaints reported in earlier Public Reports, 
the two case studies relate to freedom of association.  The fact that a majority of 
third party complaints received by the FLA to date have focused on 
noncompliance with freedom of association strongly indicates that this is a 
challenging Code provision to monitor and remediate.  
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Third Party Complaint Regarding a Facility Owned and Operated by 
Gildan in Honduras  
 
*Please note: Due to FLA's policy regarding third party complaints, we have withheld the name of 
the factory that was the subject of this complaint.  More information about this factory is 
available in the factory tracking chart, which is posted on the FLA's website. 
 
Overview 
 
This report focuses on a factory owned and operated by FLA Participating 
Company Gildan Activewear in the San Pedro Sula area in Honduras.  In 
December 2003, the Maquila Solidarity Network (MSN) and other organizations 
filed a third party complaint with the FLA regarding discriminatory dismissal 
practices at the subject factory owned by Gildan.  An Independent External 
Monitoring (IEM) visit was conducted and a remediation plan agreed upon 
between Gildan and the FLA.  In the course of the implementation of that plan, 
the company made the decision to close the factory.  This resulted in Gildan 
being placed by the FLA on a 90-day Special Review status, as described in the 
FLA Charter, the first company to undergo such Special Review in FLA history.  
Gildan has since worked with the FLA, Worker Rights Consortium (WRC), and the 
MSN to fully implement an agreed-upon remediation plan.  
 
Legal Context  
 
The Honduran Constitution recognizes the right to associate freely and to form 
trade unions.  The Honduran Labor Code, enacted in 1959, protects workers who 
choose to assemble and collectively bargain.  The Labor Code requires a 
minimum of 30 workers to form a union and establishes registration procedures 
that unions must follow to achieve legal status.  Despite legal guarantees, 
obstructing a worker’s rights to freely associate is not an uncommon situation in 
Honduras.   
 
Background 
 
Gildan Activewear is a vertically integrated manufacturer of knitted products that 
controls spinning and dye mills, sewing plants, and distribution centers 
throughout the Americas. The company is headquartered in Montreal, Quebec.  
Gildan’s operations in Honduras at the time of the third party complaint included 
a mill and three sewing plants in the San Pedro Sula area. 
  
In 2001 and 2002, the MSN and a Honduran monitoring team, Equipo de 
Monitoreo Independiente de Honduras (EMIH) conducted research on the 
conditions of Gildan’s owned and operated facilities in Honduras.  In November, 
2002, it became public knowledge that Gildan had dismissed 42 workers at a 
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factory located in Honduras producing blank t-shirts for university licensees 
under the name Gildan Activewear after they applied to the Ministry of Labor for 
registration of a union.  MSN unsuccessfully encouraged Gildan to acknowledge 
the actions and to reinstate the workers.  The case gained momentum when, in 
February 2003, the Solidarity Fund of the Quebec Federation of Labor, an 
investor in Gildan, encouraged the company to cooperate with an independent 
investigation of the factory and to participate in a multi-stakeholder initiative that 
focused on labor rights.  In December 2003, Gildan dismissed an additional 37 
workers.  
 
FLA Involvement 
 
In December 2003, MSN, the Federación Independiente de Trabajadores 
Hondureños (FITH, Independent Federation of Honduran Workers), and the 
Canadian Labor Congress (CLC) filed a third-party complaint with the FLA and 
the WRC.  In February 2004, the FLA scheduled an IEM event at the factory. The 
IEM confirmed the obstruction of workers’ rights to freedom of association and 
identified other instances of noncompliance with the FLA Code of Conduct, such 
as long working hours, failure to pay overtime, and sexual harassment 
(http://fairlabor.org/all/transparency/charts_2004/29002930C_Gildan_Hon.pdf).  
In response to the IEM, Gildan committed to a remediation plan which included 
enhancing code awareness through trainings for all employees conducted by an 
external group, changes in the factory’s clinic to address concerns of female 
workers about improper medical examinations, certain health and safety 
improvements, and training on freedom of association for all workers. 
 
In the midst of discussions with the FLA, the WRC, and other stakeholders, 
Gildan made the decision in July 2004 to close the factory, which employed 
about 1800 workers.  According to Gildan’s management, the decision to shut 
down the factory was based strictly on business reasons: while Gildan’s other 
sewing factories in Honduras manufactured one specific product, the product mix 
at the subject factory was varied, which led to lower margins and increased 
down time.  Gildan was also ramping up operations in Nicaragua and Haiti, 
where it also owned factories.  Finally, lower labor costs at other plants were 
also alleged to be a driver in the factory closure. 
 
Gildan’s failure to effectively remediate some of the noncompliance issues 
identified in the IEM, compounded by the announcement in July 2004 of the 
closure of the plant, led the FLA Board of Directors in July 2004 to place Gildan 
on a 90-day Special Review.  The Board specified conditions for Gildan to meet in 
order to have the Special Review status lifted.  In October 2004, the FLA Board 
discussed Gildan’s performance in meeting those conditions and decided that 
Gildan had failed to fully satisfy them.  The Board therefore voted to terminate 
Gildan’s participation in the FLA, effective December 10, 2004, unless by 
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November 30, 2004, Gildan provided evidence satisfactory to the FLA Board that 
it had taken the following specific actions (see 
http://www.fairlabor.org/all/news/gildan.html): (1) a public statement that 
acknowledged there were restrictions in the factory on workers’ rights to 
freedom of association; (2) correction by Gildan of misrepresentations regarding 
its compliance with FLA Standards and of the FLA’s position on Gildan issued by 
the company; (3) effective communication to Gildan Honduras employees of the 
company’s commitment to their associational rights; (4) completion of a 
remediation plan that included evidence of payment of back wages to workers 
dismissed because of their union activity and severance packages to eligible 
workers and evidence of completion of initial training by an external organization 
on freedom of association for workers and managers and adoption of plans for 
subsequent training in Gildan Honduran facilities; and (5) constructive 
engagement with the MSN on issues related to implementation of FLA Standards. 
 
On December 10, the FLA Board agreed that Gildan had satisfied the conditions 
of the earlier resolution, rescinded the termination, and reinstated Gildan as a 
Participating Company of the FLA.  The Board also directed the FLA staff to 
provide an update to the Board at its February 2005 meeting on Gildan’s 
progress in implementing the remediation plan; to make a public statement 
regarding the reasons for the reinstatement; and to review in advance any public 
statements that Gildan might issue regarding the situation (see press statement 
and chart at http://www.fairlabor.org/all/news/gildan-rescind.html).  The FLA 
also insisted that in the event that Gildan opened a new factory in the general 
San Pedro Sula area, the retrenched workers would have the right of first hire.  
 
On-Going Remediation 
 
As with all IEMs, the FLA staff played an active role in ensuring that Gildan 
complied with the remediation plans in factories located in the San Pedro Sula 
area.  The FLA Regional Coordinator for the Americas spent two weeks in San 
Pedro Sula investigating the progress of not only the original action plan that 
emerged from the IEM, but also of an action plan proposed by the WRC and the 
plan proposed by the FLA Board of Directors in October 2004.   
 
Triggered by FLA action under the third party complaint procedure, Gildan has 
taken concrete actions to improve the conditions in their supply chain in factories 
located in the San Pedro Sula area.  Among these actions were: (1) contracting 
with Verité to conduct trainings on freedom of association in two factories; (2) 
making a public statement acknowledging that there were restrictions on 
workers’ right of association in the since-closed Honduran factory; (3) 
remediation of various non-compliances regarding safety and health, the conduct 
of physical examinations of company doctors, and the establishment of cafeteria 
committees; (4) engaging in an active dialogue with the MSN and other 
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members of civil society in discussions regarding worker rights and living 
conditions in Honduran facilities owned or contracted by Gildan; and (5) a 
commitment to preferential hiring at other Gildan facilities of workers dismissed 
from the factory that was closed.  The FLA is in the process of designing an 
independent follow-up visit to verify the remediation undertaken by Gildan. 
 
 
Third Party Complaint Regarding a Facility Contracting for Nike in 
Thailand  
 
*Please note: Due to FLA's policy regarding third party complaints, we have withheld the name of 
the factory that was the subject of this complaint.  More information about this factory is 
available in the factory tracking chart, which is posted on the FLA's website. 
 
Overview 
 
The third party complaint involved the dismissal of three workers who were 
organizing the Garment Industry Labor Union at a factory in Thailand producing 
athletic clothing for Nike.  A Thai solidarity group, the Centre for Labor 
Information Service and Training (CLIST), supported by the Clean Clothes 
Campaign, lodged a third party complaint with the FLA. The Thai Labor Relations 
Committee ordered the reinstatement of the workers.  FLA convened three 
meetings in Bangkok at which factory management agreed to a Recognition 
Agreement with CLIST and the Garment Industry Labor Union.  That agreement 
is being overseen by an Ombudsperson (Prof. Lae) appointed by the FLA and 
includes training on freedom of association for the unions, workers, supervisors, 
and management.  
 
Legal Context  
 
Thailand’s 1975 Labor Relations Act recognizes the right of private sector 
workers to organize and bargain collectively, and prohibits anti-union 
discrimination by employers.  Ten workers in the same factory or industry can 
apply to form a union, which must be registered with the Ministry of Labor and 
Social Welfare (MOLSW).  Workers can be legally fired for any reason provided 
they receive severance pay, even if they are union leaders, a provision that lends 
itself to abuse.  Members of the bilateral Worker-Employer Welfare Committees 
are protected from dismissal under the 1998 Labor Protection Act, but even in 
such cases reinstatement for unfair dismissals is a very lengthy process.  It is 
reported that employers frequently dismiss workers who try to form trade 
unions. In some cases, they are dismissed while awaiting registration, while in 
others they are dismissed ostensibly for non-union reasons alleged by the 
employer. Thai law does not provide for punitive damages in cases of wrongful 
dismissal. 
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Background 
 
In November 2003, three worker leaders at the subject factory in Nakorn 
Rachasima province, in the northeast region of Thailand, began to collect 
signatures from workers in support of a demand to management for improved 
working conditions, which included cessation of verbal harassment by 
supervisors and body searches by security guards.  At the time the complaint 
was filed, the factory employed 400 workers, of whom 350 were women, and 
produced athletic clothing -- short and long-sleeve t-shirts – for Nike.  Before 
they had a chance to submit the demand to management, two of the workers 
were dismissed.  The workers filed a complaint before the National Commission 
on Human Rights and the Commission ordered management to reinstate the two 
workers in February 2004. 
On October 12, 2004, three worker leaders successfully organized a group of 11 
workers, meeting the necessary threshold to set up a union and registering the 
union as the Garment Industry Labor Union.  The union held its first general 
meeting, attended by 12 members, on October 23, 2004.  Among other actions, 
the union appointed workers to leadership positions.  Management dismissed 
three union leaders – including the President and Secretary General -- on 
October 29, 2005, before the MOLSW had given official recognition to the union 
executives.  
According to the letter of employment termination, the three dismissed workers 
were charged with committing several serious acts of misconduct, such as 
instigating conflict and division among workers, as well as between workers and 
the company, distributing leaflets criticizing company management and 
supervisors, disseminating distorted facts about the company, causing 
disturbances and instigating workers to disrespect supervisors, and using 
aggressive and sarcastic verbal and physical expression against other workers 
and supervisors which negatively affected the work of the management and 
annoyed other workers.  The dismissed workers filed a complaint before the 
National Commission on Human Rights and the Labor Relations Committee.  On 
December 14, a conciliator from the Welfare and Labor Protection Department of 
the Ministry of Labor organized an informal meeting in order to mediate the case 
between management and the three dismissed workers. Nike and FLA 
representatives also observed the meeting.  Management refused to reinstate 
the workers, and offered them severance pay in the form of ten months’ salary.  
All three workers refused to accept the severance and stated that they would 
continue to pursue reinstatement.  In March 2005, the Thai Labor Relations 
Committee voted in favor of reinstatement of the workers. 
FLA Involvement 
The FLA became involved when the CLIST, a Thai organization that supported 
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the union activists, filed a third party complaint in January 2005.  The FLA 
deemed the complaint to be receivable and following the procedures, sought to 
ascertain whether the Participating Company concerned was aware of the issue 
and taking the necessary steps to resolve it.  After discussions with Nike, the FLA 
decided to wait while the Thai Labor Relations Committee considered the case 
and only step in if the governmental process stalled or failed.  
 
As noted above, the Labor Relations Committee found in favor of the workers 
and ordered their reinstatement. Nike worked with factory management to draft 
a remediation plan involving not only reinstatement and payment of back wages 
but also the establishment of a factory environment favorable to the exercise of 
freedom of association. Given the history of tension between the parties Nike 
asked the FLA to mediate the process.   Assisted by the FLA Regional 
Coordinator for Southeast Asia and the Nike compliance team, the FLA’s 
President and CEO convened three meetings in Bangkok at which factory 
management agreed to reinstate the three workers with back pay and negotiated 
a Recognition Agreement between the company and the Garment Industry Labor 
Union. An Ombudsperson appointed by the FLA has overseen the remediation 
process and the implementation of the agreement, and provided training on 
freedom of association for the unions, workers, supervisors, and management.  
The Ombudsperson is Professor Lae Dilokvidharat, Director of the Labor and 
Management Center of Chulalongkorn University’s Faculty of Arts, and Chairman 
of the Joint Consultation Committee of the Electricity Generating Authority of 
Thailand (EGAT), whose union is one of the strongest in the country.   
 
On-going Remediation 
 
The FLA coordinated an initial meeting on August 24, 2005, between factory 
management, Nike representatives, and the ombudsperson to discuss specific 
details of the remediation plan, including curriculum, date, location, budget, and 
trainer to ensure that there is a clear understanding about the company’s policies 
and procedures and Thai labor law.  The training modules were designed and 
sessions were held in September 2005.  The FLA will facilitate a meeting among 
all parties every six weeks to review progress and discuss any problems that may 
arise at the facility. 
Since one of the major concerns at the subject factory relates to disciplinary 
practices, the FLA provided guidelines on grievance and disciplinary procedures 
to management who have restructured their policy and procedures to provide 
clear and fair grievance and disciplinary mechanisms to the workforce. It also 
revised the performance evaluation system to prevent any discrimination against 
workers by supervisors.  In an effort to improve internal communications, 
management is holding meetings with the existing welfare committee and safety 
committee every month and has also created a newsletter to communicate with 
its workforce.  
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VII. SPECIAL PROJECTS 
 
The FLA has developed a number of special projects to help address systemic 
noncompliance issues that have proven particularly difficult to remediate on a 
factory-by-factory basis. The projects seek to involve a wide range of interested 
parties in testing and innovating new strategies to improve Code compliance.  
The special projects described here fall into three categories.  One category 
involves projects developing approaches to sustainable compliance by addressing 
the root causes of common compliance issues through capacity building.  These 
will eventually form modules of a comprehensive set of diagnostic and capacity 
building tools available to companies on our website.  The projects include: a 
pilot project focusing on hours of work in China; a project conducting sustainable 
compliance assessments leading to capacity building to improve labor-relations 
and human resource management systems; a project addressing discrimination, 
harassment and abuse, and freedom of association in Central America’s maquila 
sector; and a freedom of association project. A second category concerns 
collaboration with other Multi-stakeholder Initiatives.  In this regard we describe 
the work of the Joint Initiative on Corporate Accountability and Workers' Rights 
(Jo-In).  A third category involves initiatives addressing strategic compliance 
issues that face many FLA companies and warrant a combined response.  The 
Chapter describes the work of the Soccer project, an example of the latter 
category of special projects.      
 
Hours of Work in China Project 
 
The Hours of Work (HoW) in China Project, initiated in December 2003, is based 
on the premise that excessive hours of work persist in Chinese factories because 
the underlying causes have not been clearly defined and addressed in 
compliance audits and corrective action programs.  Thus, it is necessary to equip 
factories to cope with those causes and remain competitive, while improving in 
relation to Code or legal limits on hours of work.  The project is funded to a large 
extent through funds the FLA received from a settlement of a lawsuit, Kasky v. 
Nike. 
 
The project operates through assessment visits to the Chinese supply chain of 
participating companies (PCs) in which we:  
 
1. Determine the underlying causes of excessive HoW; 
2. Design a training program capable of improving HoW compliance; 
3. Develop a pilot program to test the components of the training program; 
and 
2005 Annual Public Report 282
4. Regularly measure the results of the project, the achievement of its goals, 
and the relationship between improved HoW compliance and factory 
productivity. 
 
The project is currently in the pilot phase.  FLA Participating Companies 
nominated factories for participation and organized consultations with company 
internal compliance staff and suppliers to study the underlying causes of HoW 
noncompliance at the designated factories.  The FLA has employed a consultant 
based in Beijing to conduct the needs assessments and develop training 
materials to address the capacity gaps identified.  Next steps include discussing 
remedial options with local stakeholders in China; developing and leading 
worker-manager training sessions (capacity building); and measuring the 
effectiveness of the remedies using the project survey.  The implementation 
phase will finalize materials and prepare an HoW “First-Aid Kit”; hold “train-the-
trainer” sessions and factory-level, worker-management capacity building 
sessions; and monitor the key performance indicators.  The intention is to 
encourage other factories to improve HoW compliance using the model 
implemented in the pilot. 
 
Sustainable Compliance in China Project  
 
The FLA Sustainable Compliance in China Project aims to develop the capacity of 
factories to manage code elements on a self-sufficient basis. Participating 
Companies and suppliers are participating with the FLA in the project, which is 
primarily funded from funds the FLA received from a settlement of a lawsuit, 
Kasky v. Nike. 
 
The goals of the Sustainable Compliance Project are to: 
 
1. Improve code compliance and sustainability by developing and improving 
labor-relations and human resource management systems at designated 
factories; 
2. Regularly monitor and measure the effects of the project and the 
relationship between improved labor-relations and sustainable FLA Code 
Compliance; 
3. Develop the ability to use empirical information to educate and inform the 
public; and 
4. Inform the future development of the FLA system. 
 
The project is currently in the pilot phase.  To achieve the above goals, the FLA 
has developed the sustainable compliance assessment tool (SCAT) and generic 
grievance policies, procedures and training materials to be used as guides for 
factory management.   Consultations and trainings have focused on the benefits 
2005 Annual Public Report 283
to all parties of implementing more effective labor relations and dispute 
resolution systems. 
 
 
Discrimination, Harassment and Abuse, and Freedom of Association in 
Central America 
 
The FLA Central America Project seeks to develop mechanisms and tools that will 
produce measurable improvement of workplace conditions in El Salvador, 
Guatemala, and Honduras, particularly in regard to the issues involving 
discrimination, harassment and abuse, and freedom of association in the apparel 
assembly or maquila sector.  The FLA is seeking to establish these tools in such a 
way that they will continue to be usable beyond the lifetime of the project.  
Collaborating with the FLA in the project are Participating Companies including 
adidas-Salomon, Eddie Bauer, Gildan, Liz Claiborne, Nike, Phillips-Van Heusen 
and Reebok, trade associations such as VESTEX (Guatemala), and ministries of 
labor in the region.  The project is funded by a grant from the U.S. State 
Department and by the FLA. 
 
A consultant based in Guatemala coordinates the project.  She has worked with 
the multiple stakeholders to develop Guidelines for Good Practice in Hiring, 
Termination, Discipline, and Grievance Procedures in the Spanish language that 
guard against discrimination and harassment and abuse and promote respect for 
freedom of association.  The consultant has made the guidelines available to 
zone authorities and participating factories and has trained factory and zone 
authorities, Ministry of Labor personnel, and staff from the PCs on the guidelines 
and how to incorporate them into their activities. The intention is that the project 
will create awareness on the part of factory management of the benefits of 
positive labor relations and an understanding on the part of zone and 
government officials of the potential long-term benefits of providing a factory 
base close to the U.S. that has a demonstrable commitment to improved 
workplace conditions.  In addition, an ombudsman was hired, under an 
arrangement with the Worker Rights Consortium (WRC), to receive, process, 
investigate, and help remediate complaints brought forth by workers and others, 
particularly in regard to systematic barriers to freedom of association, such as 
blacklisting. 
In Guatemala, requests for training administered by the FLA Project Coordinator 
have come from the labor inspectorate within the Ministry of Labor, including the 
specific unit that covers the maquila sector, and Vestex (the apparel exporters 
association in Guatemala).  A request for training has also come from the free 
trade zone authority in the Dominican Republic (a country not covered by the 
project).  The FLA sponsored a stand at Guatemala’s Apparel Sourcing Show, the 
largest such event in the region, and organized a seminar in which speakers from 
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adidas, Reebok, a local Guatemalan supplier, and the FLA participated.  The 
show organizers confirmed that the FLA event had the best attendance of all the 
seminars on the program, which is an indication of the high level of interest in 
the area regarding code of conduct compliance.  In Honduras the project has 
held meetings with the Honduran Maquila Association and FLA PCs in order to 
discuss the possibility of cooperation and has also held meetings in El Salvador. 
     
 
Freedom of Association Project 
 
The Freedom of Association project has drafted a manual that explains the ILO 
Conventions on Freedom of Association (FOA) and describes how FLA companies 
should monitor and remediate FOA issues.  It also discusses challenges arising in 
specific jurisdictions, such as China, Vietnam, and Bangladesh, where domestic 
law significantly encumbers the practice of FOA, and proposes strategies for 
respecting FOA within the limitations of those labor law systems. The manual is 
presently being edited for publication.  Guidelines for developing labor- 
management dialogue are in preparation; they are being piloted in one factory in 
China. 
 
 
Joint Initiative on Corporate Accountability and Workers' Rights 
 
Since February 2003, the FLA has been working with five other multi-stakeholder 
initiatives (MSI) to identify ways in which cooperation can further enhance 
efforts to improve workplace conditions globally.  This collaborative effort, 
referred to as the Joint Initiative on Corporate Accountability and Workers’ Rights 
(Jo-In), involves the Clean Clothes Campaign (CCC), Ethical Trading Initiative 
(ETI), Fair Labor Association (FLA), Fair Wear Foundation (FWF), Social 
Accountability International (SAI), and Worker Rights Consortium (WRC).  While 
each of these organizations takes a different approach to code implementation, 
they share an interest in improving workplace conditions and therefore have 
convened in order to share their learning.  Jo-In’s goals are to: 
 Maximize the effectiveness and impact of MSI approaches to the 
implementation and enforcement of codes of conduct, by ensuring that 
resources are directed as efficiently as possible to improving the lives of 
workers and their families;  
 Explore possibilities for closer co-operation between the organizations; and 
 Share learning on the ways in which voluntary codes of conduct contribute to 
better workplace conditions in global supply chains.   
 
Funded by the European Commission (DG Employment) and the U.S. State 
Department, Jo-In has selected Turkey as the site for its pilot project, which will 
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run for a total of 30 months.  It is overseen by an international project manager, 
a local coordinator in Turkey, and the project steering committee, consisting of 
leaders from the six participating organizations.  In Turkey, the pilot project will 
test various aspects of code implementation, focusing on remediation relating to 
wages, working hours, and freedom of association.  A draft Common Code, 
which adopts the highest standard across the different MSI codes, has been 
developed to ensure a common standard for testing.  Approved only for use in 
the context of this project at this time, the draft Code and its applicability will be 
considered again at the end of the project with the longer-term goal to develop a 
single code that can be applied throughout the industry.   
 
In developing the pilot project in Turkey, Jo-In has been working collaboratively 
with all stakeholders, including local and international trade unions, NGOs, 
brands, factories, employers associations, and other interested parties.  A total of 
eight European and US companies, four of which are FLA brands, have signed up 
to participate in the project.  These are adidas, Gap Inc., Gsus, Marks & Spencer, 
Nike, Otto Versand, Patagonia, and PUMA.  Consultations with various 
stakeholders have ranged from informal informational meetings with individuals, 
to larger consultation meetings in Turkey, to a meeting at the Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology (MIT) focusing on trial methodology.  Stakeholder 
consultations will increase in number and frequency as the project moves 
forward.  Scholars from MIT are also expected to further advise Jo-In as the 
project develops.  Trials will begin in Turkey in late 2005, and will continue 
through 2006.   
 
Updates on the Jo-In project are periodically posted at http://www.jo-in.org.  
Please access that website for more information on this collaborative project.   
 
 
Soccer Project  
 
The Soccer Project is a new proposal to review compliance levels in the 
manufacture of soccer products and then to develop appropriate remedial 
responses and reporting media. The project is also piloting the FLA 3.0 
methodology, according to which Monitoring Matrices have been developed for 
the two project countries – Thailand and China – and proactive remedial 
programs launched on two priority compliance issues, hours of work and 
grievance procedures.  A series of stakeholder consultations will also be held to 
discuss the compliance issues and remedial strategies involved in the project.  
The project is coordinated by an FLA consultant based in Shanghai.  The project 
is funded out of the monitoring fees paid by the Participating Companies 
involved. 
 
